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AMENDING GRANT-IN-AID PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL 
AIRPORT ACT 





FRIDAY, JUNE 25, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForeEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable Carl Hinshaw 
(acting chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. The committee will come to order. The committee 
is holding hearings this morning on H. R. 9325. 

(The bil referred to, and reports, are as follows:) 


[H. R. 9325, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend sections 2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) of the Federal 
Airport Act, as amended, is amended by inserting the words “or terminal build- 
ings’’ after the word “hangars” at the end thereof. 

Sec. 2. Section 6 (a) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) As soon as possible after any appropriation is made under section 5 (b), 
50 per centum of the amount thereof available for grants for projects in the several 
States shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce among the several 
States, one-half in the proportion which the population of each State bears to 
the total population of all the States, and one-half in the proportion which the 
area of each State bears to the total area of all the States. All sums so appor- 
tioned for a State shall, during the fiscal year for which they are originally appor- 
priated, be available only for grants for approved projects located in that State, 
or sponsored by that State or some public agency thereof but located in an adjoin- 
ing State, and thereafter any portion of such sums which remains unexpended or 
unobligated by reason of the absence of projects eligible for approval or for any 
other reason, shall be redistributed an reapportioned as provided in subsection 
(ec) of this section. Upon making and apportionment as provided in this sub- 
section, the Secretary of Commerce shall inform the executive head of each State, 
and any public agency which has requested such information, as to the sums 
apportioned for each State. As used in this subsection, the term ‘population’ 
means the population according to the latest decennial census of the United States 
and the term ‘area’ includes both land and water.” 

Src. 3. The first sentence of section 9 (d) of such Act is amended to read as 
follows: ‘‘All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the Seeretary of 
Commerce, which approval shall be given only if, at the time of approval, funds 
are available for payment of the United States share of the allowable project 
costs, and only if he is satisfied that the project will contribute to the aceomplish- 
ment of the purposes of this Act and is of sufficient national importance to warrant 
financial participation by the United States, that sufficient funds are available 
for that portion of the project costs which is not to be paid by the United States 
under this Act, that the project will be completed without undue delay, that the 
publie agency or public agencies which submitted the project application have legal 
authority to engage in the airport development as proposed, and that all project 
sponsorship requirements prescribed by or under the authority of this Act have 
been or will be met.” 
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the Secretary in selecting projects, are 1 atters of detail and administration in the 
Board’s opinion 


here is no objection to the sub- 
yn is in accordance with the pro- 





mission of the above re port 
gram of the President 

There is also enclosed for vour information a copy of a letter which the Board 
sent to the Honorable John W Pricker. chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerc inder date of May 24, 1954, relative to 58. 
3410, a bill similar in all respects to H. R. 9325. This letter was written to Senator 
Bricker in response to his request that the Poard submit its views in regard to the 
economic effect of this legislation on the subsidized local service carriers and the 
future of other airline services and was in addition to a previous report to him 
substantially the same as the report herein. 

Sincerely yours 


CHAN GURNEY, Chairman. 


Crvir Apronavtics Boarp, 
Wa hington, Vay 24, 1954. 
Hon. Joon W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Fore ign Comme rce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear SENATOR Bricker: This is in reply to your letter of May 20, 1954, 
relating to the Board’s report of no comment submitted in respect to S. 3410 
a bill to amend sections 2 (a, 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as, 
amended. 

In considering this bill before the submission of its original report, the Board 
gave some thought to the possible economic consequences of the proposed amend- 
ments on air-carrier expenses. After receiving your letter of May 20, we have 
again considered the bill, and this reconsideration only confirms our earlier 
conclusion—that whatever economic consequences might flow as a result of the 
proposed amendment with respect to air-carrier expenses, they are so speculative 
that we cannot state what effect, if any, such amendments would have on air- 
carrier finances. 

Assuming that appropriations for Federal airport grants are to be the same, 
whether S. 3410 is enacted or not, it is a matter of judgment as to where the expend- 
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iture of those funds would produce the most benefit to air transportation. It may 
well be that devoting all the moneys to improvements in runways, lighting, and 
other physical facilities used in the navigation and landing of aircraft would bring 
about increased safety of operations, which would indirectly redound to the bet efit 


of all air carriers. It could also prove to be the case that conf nin: airport gra 
in aid to the larger airports would tend to benefit air transportation more than 


would be the case if part of it were spent on airports used only infrequently and 


proportionately little by air carriers. However, these matters are essentially 
within the province of te Secretary; the Board has not studied them eith2r a 
length or in detail, and consequently Is ot in a pos ) » ol ne OMMmMAILLe an 
informed opinion on them 

The elimination of terminal buildings from the coverage of the Airport Act 
conceivably might affect the expense f air carriers leasir 


ng space in airport 
terminal buildings built or improved after the enactment of the bill. However, 
under the present Federal Airport Act, as the Board understands it, che Secretary 
is empowered 10 disapprove any project relating to airport terminal buildings 
and if it were his practice to disapprove any ch expenditures, the amendment 
would bring about no change in the current situation. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the studies of charges for terminal space which the Board h 


as made to 
date do not indicate any appreciable difference in level irrespective of whether 
Federal funds have been used in the construction of the buildings or not. In other 
words, it appears that factors other than Government construction aid have played 
a predominant part in arriving at the amount of charges for terminal space. It 
also is possible, of course, that without Federal aid terminal buildings may be 
somewhat less adequate. Local communities may spend on such terminal build- 





ings only that amount which they would have spent had there been a grant under 
the Federal Airport Act. The result of such course of action would be that the 
terminal buildings might be less elaborate, and perhaps barely adequate. 

With respect to the standard of national interest which the bill would introduce 
in the Federal Airport. Act, the Board believes that the results of this amendment 
would also be completedly speculative insofar as increases in airline costs are 
concerned. Certainly the larger and medium-sized airports would qualify under 
the standard. It is probable that most of the smaller local service stops would 
also qualify, although it is conceivable that some might not. In the case of airports 
which would not qualify for Federal aid, the costs for the same airport facilities 
would be greater to the communities, which, it may be assumed, they would 
desire to pass on to the air carriers and other users of the airports However, 
there is no assurance that any given local community would provide the same 
facilities, or if it did that other users of the airport would not pay the large pro- 
portion of the increased costs. If a community were to attempt to levy exorbitant 
charges on air carriers for the use of small airports, the Board believes that its 
power to authorize suspension of service at the airport is a sufficient shield to 
prevent gouging of air carrier 

As a result of the foregoing, the Board believes that considerations other than 
the effect of this bill on airline expenses should be controlling, and with respect to 
these other considerations, the Board has no comment 

Sincerely yours, 












CHAN GuRNEY, Chairman 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1954 
Hon. CHarLes A. WOLVERTON 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington rc 


My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: This will acknowledge your letter of May 28, 1954, 
requesting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on H. R. 9325, to amend sections 
2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended. 

The Secretary of Commerce, in the reply he is making to your committee on 
this bill, favors enactment of this legislation for the reasons set out therein. 
This office concurs with the views contained in his report and recommends the 
enactment of H. R. 9325. 

I am authorized to advise you that the enactment of this bill would be in accord 
with the program of the President 

Sincerely yours 
cial DonaLtp R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director 
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Tre SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, June 17, 1954. 
Hon, CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 








Chairman, Committee on I? state and Foreiqn Commerce, 
House of Representatit Wasi naton, D e 

My Dear Mr. CuHairMan: This is in repiy to your letter of May 28, 1954, re 
questing comments of t Department on H. R. 9325, a bill to amend sections 
2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended. This legislation 
was drafted by this Department, and was introduced at our request. It contains 
several proposed amendments to the Federal Airport Act, designed to assure the 
most effective administrat of the leral-aid airport program. 

The first of the proposed am« , Which would amend the definition of the 
term “airport ; pe h (3) of section 2 (a), would have the effect 





of prohibitir ler ¢ 
alteration, or repair of 
The second proposed 


Federal Airport Act for the construction, 
yuildings 

amendment would amend section 6 (a) by reducing from 

75 to 50 percent the percentage amounts of future appropriations and unobli- 

gated balances of funds previously apportioned among the States, which are re- 

quired to be apportior eda 

formula prescribed by tl 

from 25 to 50 percent the percentage 
} 


al } 





among the States in accordance with the population-area 
iat section. The effect of this amendment is to increase 

nounts of such appropriations and un- 
obligated balances which are available for use as part of the discretionary fund, 
as provided by section 6 (b 

In addition, the proposed amendment to section 6 (a) would add clarifying 
language to the existing provision of that section requiring redistribution and re- 
apportionment of all apportioned funds not obligated during the fiscal year for 
which they were apportioned. The proposed language would specifically recog- 
nize the fact that unobligated balances may result from the absence of sufficient 
eligible projects in a given State, as well as from other factors. 

The proposed amendment to section 9 (d) would add to the existing provision 
of that section a clause providing that projects shall be approved only if they are 
of “sufficient national importance to warrant financial participation by the United 
States.” 

The Department of Commerce believes strongly that these proposed amend- 
ments will assure the maximum national benefit from any funds expended under 
the Federal-aid airport program. We have reached this conclusion as the result 
of a reevaluation of the entire program made by the Department, in part on the 
basis of studies recently completed by special panels established for that purpose 
by the Transportation Council of the Department. ‘The Department has con- 
cluded that there is justification at this time for continued Federal participation 
in airport development, but that such participation should be concentrated upon 
airport locations and types of construction which are of greatest importance from 
a national standpoint 

The proposed amendment to section 9 (d), having to do with the approval of 
proposed airport projects, is designed to clarify and make more specific the 
authority of the Department to administer this program in accordance with the 
licated above While the authority granted by the present 
language of the act is in our opinion adequate to accomplish this objective, in 
view of the previous pattern of administration of this act we believe it desirable 
for the statute itself to embody the concept that Federal financial participation 
should be concentrated on projects which have national, rather than purely local, 
Importance 

It is contemplated that the determination of ‘‘national importance,”’ for pur- 
poses of defining gvirport eligibility, will be based upon stated, objective criteria, 
utilizing such measurements of aeronautical activity as volume of airline passenger 
traffic and number of based aircraft Using these criteria, it would be possible 
to define appropriate cutoff levels, indicating the minimum amounts of aero- 
nautical activity regarded as necessary to establish that degree of national 
importance which would warrant Federal financial participation. 

At this time, we believe that the appropriate criteria for this purpose would be 
a level of airline traffic represented by 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, or a 
based aircraft population of 30 aircraft, or some combination of these 2 factors 
which would represent an equivalent level of aeronautical activity. Naturally, 
any such criteria must be subject to adjustment from time to time, based upon 
experience and changing circumstances. Moreover, there will inevitably be 
special situations which will have to be considered on a case-by-case basis, and 
which should properly be included in the program even though they do not meet 











changed emphasis ins 
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these precise criteria. In other wores, any such criteria will have to be admin- 
istered in a@ flexible manner and with reasonable judgment in their applicat on 


The proposed amendment to section 6 (a), with regard to the reapportionment 





of unobligated funcs is related to the amendment in section 9 (d liscussed 
above. It is intenced to n ake it clear thet the abs ne of ifficient projects 
eligible for approval might result in an unobligated balance of funds apportioned 
to a given state, thereby requiring reapportionment of su fund 

The other change proposed in section 6 (a), reducing from 75 percent to 50 
percent the percentage of future appropriations which must be apportioned 


amo.g the States in accordance with a st2tutory formula, is required as an addi- 
tional aspect of our overall effort to concentrate this program in accordance with 


nationel needs. Under this amendment, the discretionary fund which could b 
spent without regard to specific apportionment formula would be incressed from 
25 percent to 50 percent. By including in the origingl act the present 25 percent 
discretionary fund, the Congress recognized the need in this program for flexi 


bilitv to de part from a rigid yeourrT: phies | distribution of Federal funds. Howeve - 
on the basis of actual experience, and in view of the increased emphasis which the 
Department proposes for projects of clear netional importance, an increase in the 
discretionary fund to 50 percent is now required 

The fact is thet the apportionment formula prescribed by the Federal Airport 
Act has not had a very close relationship to the geographical distribution of public 
airport development needs. In fact, in the very nature of this program, it is 
doubtful whether any rigid formula could provide on a continuing basis a distribu- 
tion of funds thet would be closely related to the pattern of most urgent needs. 
The rapid changes in the design and performance of aircraft, and the expanding 
uses of aircraft in the economy, result in changing airport requirements. Airports 
vary significantly in size, col dition, and in the cost of additional work required to 
overcome existing deficiencies. The geographic distribution of airport develop- 
ment most urgently needed from a national standpoint is subject to considerable 


change from year to year. If the Federal Government is to be in a position to 
relate its expenditures to the changing geographic pattern of high priority projects, 


it needs the increased flexibility that would be provided by a 50 percent discre- 
tionary fund. 

The constantly changing State-by-State pattern of Federal-aid requirements is 
evident in the past experience under this program. For example, the geographical 
pattern has changed markedly from year to year with respect to both unobligated 
balances of apportioned funds, and obligations from the discretionary fund. 
Thirty-one States had unobligated balances in one or more of the fiscal vears 1949 
through 1952. The frequency and amounts of such unobligated balances varied 
widely. Three-fourths of these same States have at other times required assist- 
ance from the discretionary fund. In other words, most of the States which have 
in some years been unable to use their apportionment completely, have at other 
times needed to supplement their apportionment through discretionary fund 
contributions. 

More generally, for the country as a whole, a totel of 41 States have at some 


time received an allotment from the discretionary fund From vear to veer, the 
distribution of this fund has varied considerably, both in terms of the specific 
States covered; and the relative portions going to the respective States. In short, 


the past record of this program clearly demonstrates that the discretionary fund 
has had its main value in overcoming the variations in the timing of airport 
improvement in the several States. 

The remaining proposed amendment would modify section 2 (a) so as to 
exclude terminal buildings from Federal aid, just as hangars are now excluded. 
Terminal buildings are revenue-producing facilities and are therefore most likely 
to be financed without Federal aid. We believe that local communities should 
be expected to finance such development, assuming a sufficient need for a building 
to warrant its construction. Because of the revenue-producing character of 
terminal buildings, it may even be possible in many cases for the communities 
to provide for their financing on a private basis, either through revenue bond 
issues, or by lease agreements with prospective users 

Equally important to our conclusion on this point has been the fact that, by 
excluding airport terminal buildings from the program, the Government will be 
able to concentrate upon other types of airport development which are of greater 
importance from a Federal standpoint. We refer particularly to the construction 
of runways, the installation of airport lighting systems, the removal of airport 
hazards, and other items of airport development which are required for the safety 
of civil and military flying, and at the same time have potential value from a 
national-defense standpoint 


51689—54 
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Although terminal buildings may now be excluded from Federal-aid participa- 
tion through administrative action under the present law, we feel it appropriate 
to include the above-noted legislative amendment in order to reflect specifically 
in legislation the changed policy which we are proposing. This would establish 
a more clear-cut reorientation of the program than would be accomplished were 
this har Vad he adminictreat ‘ + , Inna 

It is pertinent to note that the exclusion of terminal buildings from Federal 
aid was recommended by the airport panel of the Department’s Transportation 
Council The airport : W h prepared this recommendation consisted 
entirely of members drawn from various segments of the aviation industry, 
including airport operators, airlines, and general aviation. 

In conclusion, it should be emphasized that the proposed amendments would 
provide for greater fle ty in the allocation of grant funds and otherwise 
facilitate the conduct of the program, thereby making it possible to accomplish 
the objectives of the act at a lower annual appropriation rate than would other- 


wise be required, and reducing the overall cost of the program 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that this proposed legislation is in 
accord with the program of the President 
Sincerely yours 
Watrer WILLIAMS, 
Acting Secretary of Commerce 

Mr. Hinswaw. H. R. 9325 would amend section 2 (a), 6 (a), and 
9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended. These amendments 
would exclude from the airport development programs under the act 
the construction of terminal buildings. They also reduce from 75 
to 50 percent the amount of funds available for grant-in-aid which 
the Secretary of Commerce may apportion among the States. 

In other words, the discretionary fund of the Secretary would be 
50 percent of the total appropriated funds plus such moneys as may 
be recaptured as a result of failure to sign grant agreements during 
the fiscal year in which such appropriations are made. 

Subsequent to the hearings on H. R. 9325, if they are concluded, 
the committee will hear 9327, but the committee believes that it is 
not possible to combine the two hearings at this time as they are on 
entirely different subjects. 

The first witness is our colleague, the Honorable Charles E. Bennett 
of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate this opportunity 
of appearing here today to testify concerning the provisions of H. R. 
9325. H. R. 9325 proposes amendments to the Federal Airport Act 
adopted in 1946 for the purpose of encouraging the development of 
a nationwide system of public airports adequate to the needs of 
civil aeronautics. That act provides for grants to States and munici- 
palities on a matching basis, and imposed various obligations on the 
recipients of the grants in that it provided that airports receiving 
the grants should at all times be available for use by military and 
naval aircraft and that space was to be made available for Federal 
air traffic control activities and weather reporting at rental rates 
substantially lower than would be made to other users. 

I represent the Second Congressional District of Florida, which 
includes Jacksonville, Fla., and as a result of this I have observed 
the working of the Federal Airport Act in connection with the Munici- 
pal Airport at Jacksonville. After the act became effective, the city 
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of Jacksonville found itself in a regrettable position of not being able 
to obtain the necessary funds with which to match the Federal money. 
The city authorities made a study of their requirements and found 
the greatest need was for modification and construction of additional 
terminal facilities and also the modernization of the field lighting 
facilities. The existing runways and taxiways seem to be fairly 
adequate. Therefore, the city authorities planned the construction 
program and made requests for a few small grants to match the limited 
funds they felt would be available in the future. 

At this point I would like to quote from a letter dated June 21, 
1954, from Mr. E. E. Bentley, engineer-manager of airports, Jackson- 
ville, Fla., as follows: 

Our first Federal-aid project was accomplished in 1951, and was for the installa- 
tion of high intensity lighting on our instrument runway We felt this was 
very essential so as to provide greater safety and reliability of service under 
adverse weather conditions 

The second project wes the modification of the airport traffic control tower, 
and was done at the specific request of the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

The third and last project which we have accomplished was the rebuilding 
a portion of the ramp in front of the terminal building 


Ol 


Federal aid in the modification and enlargement of our terminal facilities. We 
were actually in process of making plans for this work when all Federal aid funds 
were frozen early last year We have continued with our plans, however, and now 
have funds available for this work 

We realize that the first ‘‘proposed amendment relating to paragraph 3 of section 
2 of the Federal Airport Act as amended” in 5. 3410 and H. R. 9325 will have the 
effect of deleting terminal buildings at airports from the list of structures and 
projects eligible for Federal aid. This will, of course, be a considerable blow to 
our plar Ss locally; howeve r, we fer | the oe neral propos tion of Federal ai 1 is very 
important, and that the present setup needs to be revised. We are, therefore, 
supporting these bills We understand, however, that the Under Seeretary of 
Commerce and Transportation recommended the exclusion of terminal buildings 
from eligibility for Federal grants subject to the consideration that all Federal 
agencies should pay an equitable rental for their entire space requirements. On 
this basis we believe we will be able to make our terminal building modification 
and enlargement a self-liquidating project 

The second propos d amendment (amendment to section 6 (a) of the Federal 
Airport Act as amended) provides that the so-called discretionary fund increase 
from 25 percent to 50 percent of the amounts appropriated for Federal aid. The 
Nations air transportation requirements follow no st geographical lines, and if 
the funds appropriated by the Congr will be used in the most effective way, it is 
necessary that sufficient flexibility be given the administration of these funds to 
permit the most effective utilization in accordance with the relative merit 

The third amendment (amendment to sec. 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act as 
amended) provides that the Secretary of Commerce should give his approval to 
projects only if he is satisfied the project will contribute to the accomplishments 
and purposes of the Federal Airport Act, and is of sufficient national importanes 
to warrant financial participation by the United States. We understand it is the 
intention of the Department of Commerce to establish criteria which would make 
eligible for Federal grants under this amendment between 550 and 600 airports 
throughout the country, including every airport currently receiving air-carrier 
service. 

We are sure it was the intention of Congress that funds appropriated under the 
Federal Airport Act be utilized in the national interest. We feel that the amend- 
ments contained in the bills now under consideration will aid materially in accom- 
plishing this purpose. Inasmuch as the proposed amendments will exclude the 
city of Jacksonville from receiving Federal aid for the expansion of the terminal 
facilities, we will not receive immediate help in our expansion program; however, 
with transport aircraft increasing in size and weight, we feel it will not be very 
long until it is necessary for us to strengthen and extend our existing runways. 
Additional modification of our lighting system will also be necessary in the not-too- 
distant future. 


Under the plans, all of these projects were preliminary to making a request for 
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I feel that Mr. Bentley is thoroughly qualified to give opinions on 
this matter and hope that the committee will, therefore, seriously 
consider his views. Personally, I am very sorry that H. R. 9325 will 
strike a blow at the construction of terminal buildings and hope that 
the legislation will be amended in order to allow terminal buildings to 
be assisted. In the event that terminal buildings are eliminated, 
however, I hope that something will be put in the law to carry out the 
suggestion of the Under Secretary of Commerce that Federal agencies 
should pay an equitable rental for their space requirements. This 
would allow the local airports to have a chance to provide for enlarge- 
ments on a self-liquidating basis. 

I sincerely hope that your committee will recommend to the House 
as soon as possible this bill, together with any proper ame ndments; 
so that we can enact in this session a strengthening of the civil airport 
facilities which are vital not only to commerce and civilian transporta- 
tion but also to national defense. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hinsaaw. Thank you very much, Mr. Bennett. Are there any 
questions? If there are no questions, we will hear from Mr. Fred M. 
Glass, president of the Airport Operators Council. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. GLASS, PRESIDENT OF THE 
AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL 


Mr. Guass. My name is Fred M. Glass, director of aviation, the 
Port of New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
I am appearing here in my capac ity as president of the Airport Opera- 
tors Council, which organization is an association of owners and 
sponsors of the Nation’s leading terminal-type airports. Membership 
in the organization vests in the city, authority, corporation, or other 
body that holds title to or lawfully operates a qualifying airport. 
This group today represents the largest financial stake in civil air 
transportation. 

The council was organized in 1948 as a trade association for the 
development, in the public interest, of air transportation and air 
terminals. 

List OF MEMBERS 
City of Atlanta, Ga 
City of Baltimore, Md 
City of Birmingham, Ala 
Massachusetts Airport Management Board, Boston 
City of Chicago, Il 
City of Cleveland, Ohio 
City of Denver, Colo 
Hawaii Aeronautics Commissio1 
City of Houston, Tex 
City of Jacksonville, Fla. 
City of Kansas City, Mo. 
Lockheed Air Termin al, Inc., Burbank, Calif. 
City of Los Angeles, Calif. 
Louisville and Jefferson County Air Board, Kentucky 
City of Memphis, Tenn. 
Dade County Port of Authority, Miami, Fla. 
County of Milwaukee, Wis. 
Metropolitan Airports Commission, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 
City of Nashville, Tenn 
Port of New York Authority, Newark 
Port of New York Authority, New York 
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Port of Oakland Calif 
City of Oklahoma City, Okla 
a Municipal Airport, Omaha, Nebr 
City of Philadelphia, Pa 
Sky Harbor Municipal Airport, P! {} 








City of Wichita, Kans 














Official representatives of the above-listed members are as follows: 
Atlanta: John H. Gray, general ma department of aviatior Atlanta 
Municipal Airport, Atlanta, Ga 
Baltimore: Donald H Connolly director Balt ore Citys Department of Avia- 
tion, Friendship International Airport. Baltimor Ma 
Birmingham: Henry T. Cross, director of aviation, Birmingham Municipal 
Airport, Birmingham, Ala 
Boston: Edward H. McGrath, comn mer, State airport management board 
Logan International Airport, B« mn, Mz: 
Burban! | W. Wulfekuhler ecretary and ral anager, Lockheed Air 
( 
il kk. Gunloek, department of public works, city hall 
f ; f ( ( } Clevela | mk S 
Airport, Cleveland, Ohio 
Denver: David G. Davis, director of aviation, Staplet« \irfield, Denver, Colo 
Honolulu: Randolph M. Lee. director of aeronauties, Hawaii Aeronauti Cor 
mission, Honolulu Airport, Honolu Hawa 
Ho ston: Paul I Koonce directo ) ry rt i { Ho LO! \i iCIpal 
‘port, Houston, Te 
Jacksonville: ! ! Bentley, engineer-manager of sirnorts, Jacksonville, Fla 
Kansas Citv: R. B. White, director of aviation, M icipal Airport, Kansas City 


Mo 
Los Angeles: Woodruff DeSilva, manager, Los A International Airport 


Los \, le (Calif 


Mian \. B. Curry, director, Dade County Port Authority, Interna 
port Branch, Miam Fla 





Milwaukes | ugene \ Howard, director of publie wv wrk Nil vaukes VW 

Minneapolis-St. Paul: Robert Aldrie director, Metropolitan Airports 
missic St. Paul, Minn 

Nashville: Frank T. MeCov. Ji hate a Rte ! ent ¢ , 


Nashville, Tenn 4 

Newark: Fred M. Gla lireetor, department of aviation, Port of New Yor 
Authoritv. New York, N. ¥ 

New York: Fred M. Glas lirector, department of avia Port of New York 
Authoritv, New York, N. 

Oakland: J. G. Bastow, port manager and chief engineer, Port of Oaklanc 
Oakland, Calif 

Oklahoma Ci'v: Wil 

Oklahoma City, Okla 

Omahe: Lee Huff. manager, Omaha Municinal Airnort, Omaha, Nebr 

Philadelphia: Louis K. Inwood, du or of aviation, department of aviat 
Philadelphia International Airport, Philadelphia, Pa 

Phoenix: Kenneth K. King, dit r of publie wor Phoeni Ari 

Pittsburgh: J. B. Sweene lirector, Allegheny Cou Department of A 
Pittsburgh Pa 








liam ©. Colema “uirport manager, department of airpé 
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Portland: John J. Winn, Jr., general manager, Port of Portland, Swan Island, 
Portland, Oreg. 

St. Louis: Conway B. Briscoe, director of public utilities, St. Louis, Mo. 

San Antonio: Walter C. Gunstream, director of aviation, Municipal Airport, San 
Antonio, Tex. 

San Francisco: J. H. Turner, director of public utilities, San Francisco, Calif. 

San Juan: Salvador V. Caro, Puerto Rico Transportation Authority, San Juan, 


Seattle: Rear Adm Gordon Rowe, USN (retired), president, Port of Seattle Com- 

mission, Seattle, W: ast i 
Tampa: W. A. Berlin, director, Hillsborough County Aviation Authority, Tampa 

International Airport, Tampa, Fla. 

Toledo: Thomas Metcalf, commissioner of airports, Toledo, Ohio. 
Tulsa: Charles W. Short, manager, Tulsa Municipal Airport, Tulsa, Okla. 
Washington: Bennett H. Griffin, Airport Administrator, Washington National 

Airport, Washington, D. C. 

Wichita: Emory L. Cox, director, board of park commissioners, Wichita, Kans. 

We are concerned today primarily with three proposed amendments 
to the Federal Airport Act introduced by Chairman Wolverton in 
H. R. 9325 at the request of the administration. The basic Federal 
Airport Act, as you know, was adopted in 1946 for the purpose of 
encouraging the development of a nationwide system of public air- 
ports adequate for the needs of civil aeronautics (sec. 3). To that 
end, it provided for grants to States and municipalities in an aggregate 
amount of $500 million over a period of 7 fiscal years from July 
1946, to June 30, 1954, inclusive (sees. 4 and 5) 

The act also imposed various obligations upon the recipients of 
grants, to be evidenced by grant agreements signed by the public 
agencies owning or operating the airports (sec. 11). Among other 
things, it provided that airports receiving Federal grants should at 
all times be available for use by military and naval aircraft and that 
space therein should be made available for Federal air traffic control 
activities, including weather reporting and communications activities, 
in each case either without charge or for a charge substantially less 
than would be made to other users. In addition, in the exercise of 
the discretionary power conferred upon him by the act, the Admin- 
istrator of Civil Aeronautics included in each grant agreement a pro- 
vision that the airport should be maintained and ope rated for a period 
of 20 years. 

Following the adoption of the act many State and municipal agen- 
cies throughout the country accepted grants in the confident. belief 
that the financial program set forth in the act would be carried out to 
completion, being willing on that basis to accept the duties and obli- 
gations imposed upon the recipients of grants. The financial program, 
however, has not been accomplished, During the 8-year period 
ending June 30 next, instead of the $500 million originally contem- 
ple ated, only $214,221,154 has been appropriated. State and municipal 
airports have received less than half the Federal aid which they were 
led to believe would be granted. Improvements and construction 
which under the original program would have been provided by Federal 
funds must now be financed by sales of State or municipal bonds. 
Because of the resistance of local taxpayers, such bonds must in many 
cases be revenue bonds. 

The Airport Operators Council has consistently urged upon the 
Congress the need for and propriety of Federal airport appropriations 
contemplated by the existent statute. Such position is fundamentally 
predicated upon the basic consideration that airports are public 


’ 
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facilities of vital importance to the communities which they serve 
and to the United States, to whose commerce and national defense 
they are indispensable. It follows, therefore, as a matter of logic 
that these facilities should be provided and developed to meet the 
needs of the various communities and of the Nation by the local 
governments with assistance from the Federal Government. The 
cooperation of the Federal Government with local government in 
providing public facilities of this kind finds strong precedent in our 
public roads and highways system where an increasingly important 
financial part has been played by the National Government. 

Specific consideration has been given to the Federal airport aid 
program by the nee Operators Council at its last two annual 
meetings, in Kansas City, Mo., in March 1953 and in Tampa, Fla., 
in April 1954. After full ‘discussion of the basic philosophies of this 
act together with specific consideration of e xperiences with its admin- 
istration over its effective life, the council unanimously voted on both 
such occasions in favor of the continuation of Federal cooperation in 
the financing of municipally owned airports as conte mpl ated by the 
Federal Airport Act. 1am pleased to have this opportunity of bring- 
ing this unanimous position on the part of the Nation’s major airports 
to the attention of this committee. 

The three propose Pr amendments to the Federal Airport Act reflected 

1 H. R. 9325 are, in effect, changes in the ground rules for future 
oe inistration of i act beginning with the allocation of such funds 
as are made available by the Congress in the ensuing fiscal year. 
The sum of $22 million has, I understand, been recommended to the 
Congress and is currently under consideration by the appropriate 
committee. 

The first proposed amendment (relating to paragraph 3 of section 2, 
(a) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended) will have the effect of 
deleting terminal buildings at airports from the list of structures and 
projects eligible for Federal aid. The Airport Operators Council is 
willing to accede at this time to the desires of the administration in- 
sofar as this proposed amendment is concerned. I should, however, 
in this connection like to bring to the attention of your committee 
certain fundamental facts with respect to terminal buildings at major 
air terminals. Such buildings have been described by the Secretary 
of Commerce in communication to the Senate as “revenue producing 
in character.’’ While this description is accurate, it should be pointed 
out that modern air terminal facilities require extensive public areas 
and, as a matter of fact, when judged by normal real-estate standards, 
require nonrentable areas out of all proportion to rentable areas. 
Around the clock utilization of such facilities results in e xtremely high 
maintenance and operating costs. As a result of these factors, termi- 
nal buildings are at best borderline real-estate ventures, as a matter 
of fact, almost without exception are losing business propositions to 
airport operators. The fact that such buildings are ‘revenue pro- 
ducing”? does not therefore indicate by any means that they are 
profitab le ventures from the standpomt of the airport operator. 

Asa matter of fact, I do not know of a single termimal! building in the 
entire United States, even during what we might term the prosperous 
era of commercial air transportation, that is carrying its full debt 
service and operating costs. 
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| should like further to bring to the attention of your committee 
the fact that the airport panel of the Transportation Council ap- 
pointed by the Unde secre vary of Commerce fol Transportation 
recomn ended the eX ‘lusion of ter ninal buildings fro n eligibility for 
Federal grants in aid subject, however, to the consideration that all 
Federal agencies should pay for all their space requirements, including 
cost of construction and maintenance, on a self-lquidating basis 
The position of the Airport Operators Council, as herein stated, reflects 
the understanding that full recognition will be given to the considera- 
tions here enumerated in future administration of the act. 

The second proposed amendment (amendment to see. 6 (a) of the 
Federal Airport Act, as amended) pro\ ides in effect for an increase 
from 25 percent to 50 percent in the percentage amounts of appropria- 
tions and unobligated balances on Federal airport funds which are 
abailable for use as part of the “discretionary fund” as provided by 
section 6 (b) of such act. The Airport Operators Council strongly 
endorses this amendment. The Nation’s air transportation require- 
ments follow no set geographical lines and if funds appropriated by 
the Congress are to be utilized in the most effective manner possible 
in the national interest, it 1s rmperative that sufficient flexibility be 
accorded the administration of these funds to permit their utilization 
in accordance with relative merit. As Secretary Weeks has pointed 
out, the Federal Government needs the increased flexibility that would 
be provided by 50 percent discretionary fund if it is to be in a position 
to relate its expenditures to the changing geographic pattern of high 
priority projects at the Nation’s airports 

The third amendment (amendment to sec. 9 (d) of the Federal Air- 
port Act, as amended) has been described by Secretary Weeks as 
being designed to “embody the concept that Federal financial partici- 
pation should be concentrated on projects which have national rather 
than purely local importance.”” We have been advised that it is the 
intention of the Department of Commerce to utilize the criteria of 30 
based aircraft or 3,000 emplaning passengers per vear as a minima for 
eligibility for Federal airport aid. I am further advised that anpliea- 
tion of these criteria to existent airports would include on the eligible 
list every airport in the United States currently receiving air carrier 
service and that the total eligible list would approxi nate between 550 
and 600 airports throughout the country 

I might state at this point it is rather difficult to get a specific 
rundown of the specific airports this would avply to. I have heard 
the figure 650, the figure 700 and the figure 75) from time to t'me, but 
it is my understanding in general it would be somewhere between 600 
and 700 airports that would be embodied within this criteria. 

It seems clear, from a reading of the legislative history as well as the 
verbiage of the Federal Airport Act itself, that it was the clear inten- 
tion of the Congress that funds appropriated under such act be utilized 
in the national interest. Specific analysis of the financial requirements 
currently needed and anticipated during the next few years to develop 
the Nation’s major airpol ts in accordance with recognized operational 
standards mm a rapidly changing industry are difficult to ascertain 
Estimates, however, which the Airport Operators Council believes 
reasonable and conservative would clearly indicate that such require- 
ments would total many hundreds of millions of dollars. It follows, 
therefore, that such funds as are contemplated by the Federal Airport 
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Act can participate in the accomplishment of but a relatively small 
portion of these overall requirements and that the national interest 
necessitates the utilization of such funds at locations serving the 
greatest transportation needs of the Nation if the objectives of the 
Congress as reflected in the Federal Airport Act are to be realized, 
The establishment, therefore, of criteria providing for eligibility of 
airports for Federal aid only where aviation activity or traffic 
generating characteristics clearly demonstrate that a substantial 
interest exists, appears to be the only practical and logical course of 
action to be followed in the administration of the act. The Airport 
Operators Council, therefore, strongly endorses this amendment. 

I would like also to state at this time, if | may, that in the discussion 
of this particular proposed ame ndment, | have heard various elements 
of aviation attack the criteria of 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, 
or a basic aircraft population of 30 aircraft. In my opinion, there is 
nothing magic about the criteria. | think you could make just as 
strong a case for 25 based aircrs aft and 2,500 enplaned passengers per 
year, or 35 based aircraft and 3,500 uae passengers per year, 
as you can for 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, or a based aircraft 
population of 30 aircraft. 

I think the point to be considered is that there must be some reason- 
able criteria, and this particular criteria appears to be quite accept 
able, quite reasonable, though again, as I say, there is no magic in the 
mathematics of it. 

There has also been some criticism of the fact that the application 
of any criteria eliminates small airports and makes it a choice of big 
versus little. 

To my mind, sir, that is a red herring drawn across the real merits 
of the act. It is necessary to keep in mind that the purpose of the 
Federal Airport Act is not a public aid program; it is not directed 
toward seeing how wide work can be scattered around the country 
in a provision of jobs; the purpose of the act is a recognition by the 
Congress of a Federal responsibility in the development of airports as 
an adjunct of their transportation and the proper investment of that 
money in such facilities as serve the national interest. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Mr. Glass, the committee originated the legislation 
and is well competent to decide what the intention of the Congress 
was, and the intention of the Congress was, when the bill was origi- 
nally passed, to extend aviation to the farthest corners of the United 
States and to provide even the smallest counties with a chance to 
have an airport with a slight amount of Federal aid. ‘That may have 
changed in the course of time, but as | remember it, that was the case. 
Many of the members of the committee agree with me. 

Mr. O’Hara. | think that is true. Furthermore, this would be 
the death sentence to any place that did not meet the mimimum re- 
quirements of these criteria; there is no question about that. 

Mr. Guass. I would like to respectfully urge upon 

Mr. Hinsuaw. If you have a new theory upon which we could 
base the Airport Act, then, of course, we will be happy to entertain it, 
but the original idea was entirely different from what you have 
explained. 

Mr. Guass. We would not seem to disagree on what was the original 
intent, but the proper application of that intent in the light of existing 
facts. 


51689—54——3 
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The point that I stated, to utilize these funds at the point where 
they will serve the greatest national good requires the acceptance 
and the adoption of some acceptable criteria, whether it be that 
specifically set forth here, or something greater or something less. 

I would like to make that point and strongly endorse what the 
Secretary has recommended to you. 

Mr. Hivnsnaw. Under your criteria there would be no new airports 
started. 


Mr. Guass. No, sir. As I understand, this is a consideration as 
to the granting of aid to existing airports and the question of whether 
a new airport is necessary is a matter of separate consideration. As 


I recall the testimony previously, which can be elaborated on by Com- 
merce officials, it would be a matter of separate consideration, and 
this is in no way intended to prevent the building, or the construction 
of the new airport where the need for such exists. 

Mr. HinsHaw. If it is the intention to change the policy and the 
theory of Federal aid under the Airport Act, the committee can of 
course consider it. Let us not go afield on this, because we did have 
original jurisdiction over the subject and heard witnesses very exten- 
sively at the time. 

Mr. Guass. I well recall that, si 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Are there any other questions? If not, we thank 
you, Mr. Glass. We are glad to have you come down from New York 
to testifv, and I am glad to see you personally. 

Mr. Guass. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Our next witness will be the Honorable Robert B. 
Murray, Jr., Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. 

The committee is delighted to have you in attendance and to have 
your advice on this very important matter, since the Department of 
Commerce sponsored the bill and is the author of it. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. MURRAY, JR., UNDER SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Murray. The Department of Commerce appreciates this 
opportunity to present its comments in support of H. R. 9325. 

This bill was drafted by the Department of Commerce. It proposes 
to amend sections 2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, 
all designed to assure the most effective administration of the airport 
aid program. Before discussing the specific provisions of this bill, it 
may be helpful to review briefly the background which led the Depart- 
ment to submit this proposal. 

The Federal Airport Act authorizes a program of grants-in-aid to 
States and local governments for public airport improvement. This 
legislation was enacted in 1946, at a time when the scope and character 
of postwar civil aviation, and of civil airport requirements, were 
necessarily speculative. Experience since 1946 has, in several respects, 
varied from original expectations. Commercial air traffic has grown 
more rapidly than was then anticipated. Private flying, on the other 
hand, has not experienced the postwar boom which was then expected. 

Another general factor affecting the development of the Federal-aid 
airport has been the continuing budgetary strain on the Federal 
Government, in sharp contrast with the 1946 outlook for a considera- 
blv eased Federal financial burden. The result of this fiscal situation 
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has been evident in the reduced level at which the airport program 
has been conducted. Whereas the Federal Airport Act originally 
authorized a maximum of $520 million to be appropriated within 
a 7-year period, actual obligations during the first 7 vears of this 
program have been less than $200 million. The legislation further 
authorized a maximum appropriation of $100 million in any 1 year. 
In contrast, the most recent appropriation for this program was 
only $11 million for project grants 

With the low level of available appropriations, this program has 
been of doubtful significance in recent years. Its impact has been 
further diluted by the fact that even these small total sums have been 
distributed without sufficient selectivitv. As a consequence, the 
Federal contribution to individual projects has frequently been 
limited to only token amounts 

Because of these factors, and the general objective of this adminis- 
tration to reconsider the respective responsibilities of the Federal, 
State, and local governments, this Department decided last year that 
the entire Federal airport program should be reappraised. — 

I might say that was also in line with the direction of the Congres- 
sional Policy Board on which you very ably served as vice chairman, 
Mr. Hinshaw. 

Our decision in this respect did not represent a singling out of the 
airport program for special treatinent. All other major transportation 
programs under the Department’s jurisdiction were also subjected 
to critical reappraisal. 

In the course of our review, we have considered whether continued 
Federal airport aid is still justified, and if so, how it can be administered 
most effectively and most economically. Incidentally, we were not 
alone in feeling that a general review of this program was in order. 
The House Appropriations Committee, in its report on the Commerce 
Department appropriation for fiscal year 1954, indicated its dissatis- 
faction with the manner in which the Federal-aid airport program 
had been administered, and urged that steps be taken to improve its 
administration. 

To assist in the review of this program, the Department enlisted 
the cooperation of its Transportation Council, an advisory body 
composed of representatives of all forms of transportation. An airport 
panel was appointed, with members drawn from various segments of 
the aviation industry. This panel recommended continuation of a 
program of Federal airport aid, related to airports that serve the 
national interest. It further recommended that airport terminal 
buildings be excluded from this program. 

Because of the inability to obtain agreement within the Transporta- 
tion Council on the report of the airport panel, a second panel was 
appointed to review this report on behalf of the Council. A majority 
of this special panel adopted, with some modifications, the principal 
recommendations of the original report. As thus modified, the panel 
report was submitted to the full Council membership, and received 
the support of a majority of the members voting. 

Taking account of the views of the Council membership, the Depart- 
ment completed its own reevaluation of this program. We have 
concluded that participation by the Federal Government in civil 
airport improvement is justified in the present stage of aviation devel- 
opment. To permit the prompt activation of this program, the De- 
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partment has requested : 1 supplemental appropriation for fiscal yee 
1955. An appropriation estimate for this purpose, recently submitte ‘d 
by the President, is now pending before Congress. 

If the program is to represent the most effective expenditure of 
Federal funds, we firmly believe that it must be more selective than it 
has been in the saat. with increased emphasis upon airport locations 
and types of construction which are most clearly of importance from 
a national standpoint. We cannot justify spe ‘nding Federal funds on 
projects, however desirable, which are primarily of local rather than 
of national importance. Our aim is to carry out a truly national 
airport program rather — attempting to meet a variety of local 
objectives. In so doing, we believe that we shall be fulfilling the needs 
which are most urgent toons the standpoint of an adequate air-trans- 
port system. 

This national emphasis which we are now proposing is consistent 
with the appropriate relationship between Federal, State, and local 
governments in the field of airport development. It must be kept 
in mind that the community itself has the primary responsibility for 
the improvement of its own airport. In the air age, an airport is an 
essential and integral part of a progre ssive ¢ ommunity’ s development. 
It is the facility which most specifically affects the adequacy or inade- 
quacy of air-transport services provided to the residents and business 
enterprises of any city. Alert communities, conscious of the growing 
importance of aviation as a basic means of transportation, will see to 
it that they are not denied their proper place on the air map for lack 
of an up-to-date, properly equipped airfield. Cities must compete 
with one another in the development of present, new and expanded 
industries. Increasingly, airports will be one of the basic factors 
which, together with such other community resources as highways and 
school systems, will help to determine whether a given community 
prospers or declines. It is the local community which has most to gain 
or lose from the adequacy of its own individual airport. 

In addition, of course, there is a more general national interest 
relating to the adequacy of the overall system of airports. However, 
the degree of national interest varies widely between different airports, 
depending upon the volume and character of the traffic they handle, 
and their consequent importance to the Nation’s aviation develop- 
ment. 

The Department believes that “national interest,” for purposes of 
determining Federal-aid expenditures, should be measured by tangible 
evidence of aeronautical necessity. We further believe that the best 
measurements for this purpose are provided by the annual number of 
airline passengers enplaned at a particular airport, and the number of 
aircraft based at the airport. By considering these factors in combina- 
tion, we will have a basis for evaluating national interest in terms of 
both air-carrier gr and general aviation activity. 

More specifically, it is our judgment at this time that appropriate 
cutoff points for F sede ral-aid expenditures would be a level of airline 
traffic represented by 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, or a based 
aircraft population of 30 aircraft, or some combination of these two 
factors which would represent an equivalent level of aeronautical 
activity. In other words, an airport which has only 1,000 airline 
passengers per year would still meet these criteria if, in addition, it has 
20 based aircraft. 


“c 
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Naturally, the specific criteria established for this purpose must be 
subject to adjustment from time to time, based upon experience and 
changing circumstances. Moreover. there will inevitablv be special 
situations which will have to be considered on a case-by-case basis, 
and which should properly be included in the program even though 
they do not meet these precise criteria. In other words, any such 
criteria will have to be administered in a flexible manner and with 
reasonable judgment in their application. 

I would like to say in that connection that the matter of a new air- 
port would certainly be a matter of proper consideration in this 
particular case. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Now, Mr. Murray, as long as you have interjected 
that point, I may as well point out in some of these cases that existed 
at the present time, in the Colorado plateau area particularly, where 
new towns are springing up, where no rail service is available, where 
highway service is not available, it has been found that air transporta- 
tion is about the only means of getting in and out. Those towns have 
a certain amount of national importance as well as local importance. 
I am sure you understand. 

Mr. Murray. Yes 

Mr. Hinsuaw. We do not want to put anything in the criteria that 
would preclude our access to those presently remote areas. 

Mr. Murray. We recognize that any criteria will have to be ad- 
ministered in a flexible manner and with reasonable judgment. 

The criteria indicated above would provide a sound basis for con- 
centrating this program upon airports of national significance. How- 
ever, these criteria would by no means limit this program to merely a 
few of the largest airports in the country \ceording to our best 
available information, there are some 760 airports throughout the 
country which would satisfy these particular criteria. We are sub- 
mitting for the record a list of these 760 airports. Not all of these 
airports would be legally eligible for Federal aid, inasmuch as this 
number includes some privately owned airports which do not qualify 
under the present statute. However, the great bulk of the airports 
meeting these criteria would also be legally eligible for Federal aid 
It is worth noting that airports included in the group of 760 account 
for 99.6 percent of total scheduled passenger airline traffic within the 
domestic United States. It should also be noted that an annual 
level of 3,000 airline passengers represents only about one-hundredth 
of 1 percent of the country’s total air traffic—an indication that these 
criteria do not by any means confine this program to “big” airports, 

I would like at this time to quote from the National Aviation 
Policy of the congressional Aviation Policy Board in 1948, of which 
Mr. Hinshaw was Vice Chairman: I will quote from page 19 where it 
points out that: 

Airport planning must be aimed primarily at the public interest, the needs for 
postal service and national security. First consideration must be given to larger, 
rather than smaller, landing fields. 

I have dwelt at some length on these results on our reevaluation of the 
program, and on our plans for its future administration, because they 
relate so directly to the legislative proposal now pending before your 
committee. This proposed legislation has been drafted as a direct 
result of our reevaluation, and includes amendments to the Federal 
Airport Act which would enable us most effectively to carry out the 
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program in keeping with the above-stated conclusions. In part, this 
legislation includes clarifying amendments, intended to spell out in 
the statute certain authority already possessed by the Department in 
more general terms under the present law. We have requested these 
clarifying amendments because this has been the first major reevalua- 
tion of the program since its inception, and we believe that it would be 
desirable to translate into basic statute the conclusions we have 
reached. 

Against this general background, I should like at this point to 
comment on the specific provisions contained in this bill. 

I would like also to say there is not much change contemplated, 
but we think the changes are sufficient to redirect the programs on 
sounder grounds at this time. 

The first section of the bill would amend section 2 (a) of the Federal 
Airport Act so as to exclude airport terminal buildings from eligibility 
for Federal aid. In this respect, the bill would place terminal buildings 
in the same category as hangars, which have been specifically excluded 
from the start of the program. Terminal buildings are revenue, 
producing facilities and in a relatively favorable position to be financed 
without Federal aid. We believe that State or local governments 
should be expected to arrange such financing, assuming a sufficient 
need for a building to warrant its construction. 

Equally important to our conclusion on this score has been the fact 
that, by excluding airport terminal buildings from the program, the 
Government will be able to concentrate upon other types of airport 
development which are of more direct importance from a Federal 
standpoint. We refer particularly to the construction of runways, the 
installation of lighting systems, the removal of airport hazards, and 
other items of airport development which are required for the safety 
of civil and military flying, and at the same time have a greater po- 
tential value from a national defense standpoint. 

In the Doolittle report on page 17 they point out: 

Highest priority in the application of Federal aid should be given to runways 
and their protected extensions incorporated into the airport, to bring major 
municipal airports up to standards recommended in this report. 

Furthermore, the exclusion of terminal buildings would make this 
program more consistent with the scope of Federal participation which 
has been established in programs of assistance to other forms of trans- 
portation. In the case of highway aid, for example, the Government 
participates financially in the improvement of roads and streets, but 
not in the terminals required by commercial operators. In the case 
of waterways, the Government improves river and harbor channels, 
but does not participate in the private or local construction of piers 
and terminals. 

As I have mentioned previously, the exclusion of terminal buildings 
was one of the recommendations of the airport panel. The reason 
particularly cited by the panel for this recommendation was the rev- 
enue-producing character of these facilities. 

Under the present statute, the Department already has the authority 
to exclude airport terminal buildings by administrative action. How- 
ever, we believe it desirable to reflect specifically in the statute the 
change of policy which we propose in this regard. This would estab- 
lish a more clear-cut and long-range reorientation of the program than 
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would be accomplished were this handled by administrative action 
alone. 

On this same general subject, the airport panel recommended that 

“all Federal agencies should pay for all their space requirements, in- 
cluding cost of construction and maintenance on a self- liquidating 
basis.” We do not consider this recommendation to be directly 
related to our decision to exclude terminal buildings from Federal aid 
participation, nor indeed is it basically a in the present con- 
sideration of amendments to the Federal Airport Act. 

At present, the only facilities specifically covered by the Federal 

Airport Act for rent-free availability are those related to air traflic 
control, communications, and weather reporting activities. Signifi- 
cantly, the act does not limit the availability of free space for such 
fac ‘ilities to those airports where the Federal Government has partic- 
ipated in the construction of a terminal building. Since these opera- 
tions by the Federal Government have a direct bearing upon the 
safety and efficiency of airport operations, we believe it proper that 
the necessary space for these operations be made available without 
rental charge to the Federal Government. It is pertinent to note that 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration generally seeks the availability 
of such space on a rent-free basis even at airports where there is no 
Federal aid participation whatever. 

To the extent that the panel’s recommendation refers to Federal 
operations other than those specified above, it involves policy issues 
beyond the scope of the Federal Airport Act. 

That has to do with the space that the Department of Agriculture, 
or the Immigration Service may have at the airports. 

With respect to such other Federal services, present practices for 
the provision of free space are in no way conditioned upon the avail- 
ability of Federal aid, or specific participation in terminal building 
construction. 

For these reasons, we do not believe that any change in the present 
statute is required in connection with this particular recommendation 
of the airport panel. 

The second amendment in H. R. 9325 would amend section 6 (a) of 
the Federal Airport Act so as to increase from 25 to 50 percent the 
amount of available funds which can be distributed on a discretionary 
basis without regard to a fixed apportionment formula. Under the 
present statute, 75 percent of available funds must be apportioned 
among the States on the basis of an area-population formula, thus 
leaving only 25 percent available for the discretionary fund. The 
proposed increase in the dist retionary fund is required to permit the 
effective concentration of airport aid upon projects where a clear need 
exists, and at the time such need arises. 

The apportionment of Federal funds among the States by a rigid 
formula has definite drawbacks in this particular program. The 
fixed-apportionment formula contained in the present statute would 
be fully effective only if there were a cle calle predictable requirement, 
on a State-by-State basis, which could be measured by a combination 
of area and population factors and which would remain relatively 
stable from year to year. For a number of reasons, this omnleionicn 
of circumstances does not exist in the airport program. In the first 
place, the two factors of area and population do not in themselves 
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provide a complete or consistent measure of varying airport needs 
of the several States. As one special factor, it should be noted that 
the various States received different amounts of civil benefit from war- 
time airport-construction programs, and thus started into the postwar 
period at varying levels of existing airport adequacy. 

Even more important, however, is the fact that the total number 
of airports requiring improvement at any time is not large enough to 
give real stability, from year to year, in the geographic distribution of 
Federal-aid requirements. In this connection, it should be recognized 
that the improvement of a given airport may at times be held up for 
one or several years while awaiting local approval of a bond issue or 
other means of financing. Thus, the varying position of State and 
local governments in terms of their ability and willingness to finance 
airport construction in any given year represents in itself a significant 
factor affecting the geographical pattern of effective demand for 
Federal aid. The discretionary fund is the best means by which the 
Government can adjust its year-to-year expenditures to meet the 
changing position of the various State and local governments. 

The constantly changing State-by-State pattern of Federal-aid 
requirements is evident in the past experience under this program. 
In this connection, we should like to submit two tables for your 
consideration. Table 1 shows the extent to which the various States 
have been unable to obligate fully their apportioned funds, and table 2 
shows the geographical distribution of the discretionary fund. There 
are several points which should be noted with respect to these tables. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. The tables will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The tables referred to are as follows: ) 
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Mr. Murray. First, the geographic pattern has changed markedly 
from year to year with respect to both unobligated balances of appor- 
tioned funds, and obligations from the discretion: iry fund. Thirty-one 
States had unobligated balances in one or more of the fiscal years 
shown in table 1. The frequency and amounts of such unobligated 
balances varied greatly. Three-fourths of these same States have at 
other times required assistance from the discretionary fund. In other 
words, most of the States which have in some years been unable to use 
their apportionment completely, have at other times needed to supple- 
ment their apportionment through discre tionary i contributions. 

Second, for the country as a whole, a total of 41 States have at 
some time received an allotment from the discre iionails fund. From 
year to year, the distribution of this fund has varied considerably, both 
in terms of the specific States covered, and the relative portions going 
to the respective States. 

Third, the year-to-year variations in the distribution of the disere- 
tionary fund have tended to smooth out in large measure when the 
cumulative results for the entire pe riod are considered, A few specific 
examples make this point clear. Pennsylvania received 14 percent of 
the entire discretionary fund in fiscal vear 1948, and 17 percent in 1952 
However, it received less than 6 percent on a cumulative basis for the 
overall period of the program. This was only slightly more than its 
regular apportionment percentage. Texas, which received nearly 13 
percent of the discretionary fund for fiscal year 1951, received only 5 
percent on a cumulative basis for the entire period, or slightly less than 
its regular apportionment. 

An outstanding example, demonstrating the need for the discre- 
tionary fund, can be found in the case of Rhode Island. In fiscal 
vears 1947 through 1949, it was unable to obligate any of its apportion- 
ment. Yet, in subsequent years, it needed almost five times as much as 
its regular apportionment, and therefore had to receive significant 
contributions from the discretionary fund 

As is evident from these data, the discretionary fund has had its 
main value in overcoming the variations in the timing of airport 
improvement in the several States. It is also worth stressing that 
the discretionary fund has not been used for the benefit of only a few 
States, but rather has at one time or another been used for the assist- 
ance of almost all of the States. 

The fact that flexibility is required in this program was recognized 
by Congre ‘ss when it imiti uly included the existing 25 percent discre- 
tionary “fund in the Federal Airport Act. Based on our continuing 
experience with the airport program, and our present desire to make 
it more effective by concentrating on projects of clear national 
importance, it is now considered desirable to provide the additional 
flexibility which would be available by increasing the discretionary 
fund to 50 percent. We believe that such an increase provides the 
best means of assuring the ability to direct this Federal assistance to 
the locations where airport improvement is most clearly required, 
and at the same time it is most urgently needed. 

The remaining two amendments proposed by H. R. 9325 are oer 
fying in nature, and their purpose Is to m: ake more specific in basic 
statute the authority which is already generally available to concen- 
trate this program upor projects of national importance. One of 











26 AMEND THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


these amendments would change section 9 (d) of the present statute 
so as to spell out the Department’s authority to approve only those 
airport projects which “have sufficient national importance to warrant 
financial participation by the United States.’’ It is the Department’s 
intention to base determinations of “national importance” for this 
purpose on the type of objective criteria already indicated earlier in 
my testimony. 

Finally, a related amendment would change section 6 (a) of the act, 
dealing with the reapportio! ment of unobligated balances at the end 
of a fiscal year. The proposed amendment would make it clear that 
such unobligated balances may result from a lack of sufficient eligible 
projects, as well as from other cireun 


stances 
In conclusion, the Department wishes to emphasize its conviction 
that the program which it is proposing is a sound one—one which 
will more effectively promote the national interest in airport develop- 
ment, while at the same time holding to a minimum the Federal 
expenditures required for its administration. The enactment of H. 
R. 9325 would, for the reasons stated, assist us ereatly in realizing 
for the taxpayer and the aviation industry the maximum return on 
every dollar spent. We therefore recommend the enactment of this 
bill, and we have been authorized to advise you that its enactment 
would be in accord with the President’s program. 

| have a document entitled, ‘Airports of Record”’ with 3,000 or more 
enplaned domestic airline passengers or 30 or more based aircraft that 
I would like inserted in the record at this point. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Without objection it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


AIRPORTS OF Recorp, May 15, 1954 


With 3,000 or More Enplaned Domestic Airline Passengers (based on Calendar 
Year 1953 statistics 


Or 30 Airworthy Based Aircraft (based on current Airport Facilities Records Data 


Or Less than 3,000 Enplaned Passengers but having a compensating number of 
based aircraft 


SUMMARY 


Che 425 air carrier airports listed herein enplaned 27,897,700 domestic air line 
passengers In 1953 This is 99,6 percent of the total of 28,004,300 enplaned 
domesti airiine passengers In tne Unite States 

In acdition, the 425 air carrier airports have 18,941 based aircraft or 28.4 per- 





cent of the total aircraft based at all United States airports. The 335 general 
aviation airports shown herein have 19,896 based aircraft or 29.9 percent of the 
total aircraft based at all United States airports. 

The 760 airports thus have a total of 38,837 based aircraft or 58.3 percent of the 
66,661 total aircraft based at all airports in the United States. 
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R ea trlatio 
State : 
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Alabama 1 ‘ 
Arizona 
Arkan 8 g 
Californi { 5 
lor ) ; 
( n ut 
LD iW i 
1) i 4 iu 
Florida r 
l 101 
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Ke ky 
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Ma ind 
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Air carrier airport General aviation airports 
ALABAMA 
Birmingham Decatur-Pryor 
Dothan 
Gadsden 
Huntsville 
Mobile 
Montgomer 
Musele Shoals 
Tuscaloosa 
ARIZONA 
Douglas Marana-Air Force Base 
Flagstaff Phoenix-Paradis« 
Kingman Phoenix-Air Haven 
Phoenix-Sky Harbor rempe-Tempe 
Prescott Tucson-Gilp! 


Tucson- Municipal 
Winslow 
Yuma-Yuma County 


ARKANSAS 


Camden El Dorado-Air Park 
El Dorado-Goodwin Harrison- Municipal 
Fort Smith Stuttgart-Dockery 
Helena 

Little Rock 

Pine Bluff 

Texarkana 

Hot Springs 
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« 
Air carrier airports General aviation airports 
CALIFORNIA 

Bakersfield Artesia 
Burbank-Lockheed — lower 

Catalina (Avalon ‘laremont 

Chico ese 

Crescent City Concord 

El Centro — Dos Palos 

Eureka El Monte 

Fresno Kureka-Eureka County 
Long Beacl Fairfield 


Los Angeles eresno-5 
Marysville F )-] arnOnag 
Merced sheet edie Municipal 
Modesto lates 
a 
I 


elmont 








Monterey rardena 

Oakland lalf Moc Ba 

Oxnard Glendale 

Palm Springs Hawthorne 

Paso Robles Havward 

Redding La Mesa-La Presa 
Sacramento Long Beach-East Long Beach 
Salinas Los Angeles-San Fernando Valley 
San Bernardino (Ontar Marysville-Chiem 
San Diego National Cit 

San Franciscé Novato 

San Jose Palo Alto 

S 1 Luis O} spo Pomona 

Santa Ana Redding-Bentor 

Santa Barbara Redding-Sky Ranch 

Santa Cruz Sacramento-Capital Sky Park 
Santa Maria San Bernardino 

Santa Rosa San Bernardino-Tri-City 
Stockton San Carlos 
Ukial San Diego-Gillespic 

Valle an Diego-Montgomery 
Visalia an Diego-Pike’s 


Fernando 
an Fernando-Whiteman 


PPP SL J 


San Jose-Reid’s Hillview 
Santa Maria-Hancock 
Santa \ ca 
stockton-Ora e Bros 

Ss Vvale 


Visalia-Green Acres 
Villows 
Santa Paula 


COLORADO 


Denver-Sky Ranch 
( ft Denver-Federal Heigl 
Denver-Stapleton Denver-Vest Aircraft Co. 
rO I vood 
( 


eoahe 


Puebl 
CONNECTICUT 


Bridgeport Danbury 
Hartford-Brainard Meride 


New — Simbpury 
Willimantic 
Windsor Le cks- Bradley 
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Air carrier airports General aviation airports 


DELAWARI 
Wilmingto 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
VW ashington 


FLORIDA 
Daytona Beach Bartow-Airba 
Fort Myers Cocoa 
Gainesville Fort Lauderdale-County 


Jacksonville-Imeso1 
Ke v West 
Melbourne 


Miami-International 














Oriar 
Panama City 
Pe acola County 
St. 1 sburg-Pinellas ( tv Inte 
nal 
mi 1 
Tallaha 
L's International 
Vero Be 


GEORGIA 


Albany Atlanta-Fulton County 
Ather igusta 
lan ti Binaiepal Macon-Herbert Smart 
A ucusta-Bush Marietta-Park Airfield 
srunswick 

Columt Us 

Macon-Cochrar 

Rome 


Pavan ah 


IDAHO 
Boi \ir Ter al Bois \irpa 
Idaho Fal Boise-Bradl 
Le ( 
Poca 





Champa Be ville 
( ( ro- M ( icago-()’ Hare 
da lle ( cA Paly 
Deeat I ( | } 
Moline ( H } 
Pe ria ( ( o-t1 vell 
Ouine. ( : 
(;reater! Ro t¢ i ( ». F4 ( 1 
“pringheld Wekall 

les Plai 

l Bt. I P Metropolis 


51689-——54 
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Air carrier airports 


W 


Baton Rouge-Hardi 

Lafayette 

Lake ¢ arle 

Monroe 

New Orleans-Moisant Internation: 
Shreveport-Greater Sl reveport 





FEDERAL 


INDIANA 





AIRPORT ACT 


General aviation airports 


ca I Page County 





t 
' 





— 


AMEND THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


Air carrier airports General aviation airports 


N 


MAT 
Baltimore-Friendship Baltimore-Harbor 
Cumberland Baltimor | ter! 
Kastor Baltin Ruther 
Hagerstow Clint 
mi | Cr ge Par 
G Bur 
Riverdale 
Re 
M ACI Vl 


P f 
Spr f i- \\ f 
Wi { 
t A Ay 
I \\ \ | 
} | I, 
{ i | 
} er ( 
Ix | \\ 
j } 
\ } 
( | I 
Q \1 . 
So C \ 
Tra { r 
| T 
{ i I 
= H 
, \ 
MINNESOTA 
Bemidji Evelet] 
Brainard Grand Rapid 
Duluth M inneapolis-¢ ta 
Hibbing \finneap lying ( d 
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Internationa St. Paul-Holma 
Rochester South St. Paul-Mu ipal 


St. Cloud 


International Falls 
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Air carrier airports 





S lo yt 
St. Le Lambert 
sSpringheld 


>> 
7 


} 
i 


1] 


NI 
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General aviation airports 
MISSISSIPPI 


Greenwood 
Grenada 
Madiso 


MISSOURI 


2 ’ 

yt ) 

Dexter 

Independer 

Kansas City-State Line 
Kansas City-3lst Street 
Perry ville 

St. Louis-Merrimac 
St. Louis-Weiss 


MONTANA 


Missoula-Hal 





NEVADA 


W HAMPSHIRI 


NEW JPRSEY 





Camden 
Lind 

\T 
vioorestown 
Morristown 


‘otowa-W ayvne 





land 





rere 


ie | 


Air carrier airports 


Albuquerque-Kirtland 
Carlsbad 

Farmington 

Gallup 

Hobbs 

Roswell 

Santa Fe 


Albany 
Binghamton-Broome County 
Buffalo-Municipal 

Elmira 

Glens Falls 

Ithaca 

Jamestown 

New York-International 
New York-LaGuardia 
Niagara Falls 

Plattsburg 

Poughkeepsie 

Rochester- Monroe County 
Saranac Lake 

Syracuse 

Utica-Rome 

Watertown 

White Plains 


Asheville 
Charlotte-Douglas 
Fayetteville 
Greensboro 
Hickory 

New Bern 

Rocky Mount 
Wilmington 
Winston-Salem 
Raleigh 


Bismarck 
Fargo 

Grand Forks 
Minot 


Akron-Canton 
Cincinnati-Greater Cincinnati 
Cleveland-Municipal 
Columbus-Port Columbus 
Dayton- Municipal 
Mansfield 

Marion- Municipal 
Springfield 

Toledo- Municipal 
Youngstown- Municipal 
Zanesville 
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General aviation airports 
NEW MEXI(¢ ) 


Albuquerque-Del Norte 
Albuquerque-West Mesa 


NEW YORK 
Amityville 
Armot k 
Binghamton-Tri-Cities 
Buffalo-Air Park 
Canastota 
Deer Park 
Islip 
\lineola 
New York-Flushing 
New York-Staten Island 
New York-Rockaway 
Rochester-Highland 
Schenectady 
Spring Valley 
Utica-Municipal 


NORTH CAROLINA 


Burlington 
Charlotte-Cannon 


NORTH DAKOTA 


OHIO 


Akron 

Alliance 

Canton 

Chesapeake 
Cincinnati-Lunken 
Cincinnati-Lakewood 
Cleveland-Cuyahoga County 
Columbus-Clickenger 
Columbus-Northway Airpark 
Columbus-Sullivan Avenue 
Davton-South Dayton 
Hamilton 

Hudson 

Kent 

Marion-Marion County 
Massilon 

Solon 

Toledo-National 
Willoughby 

Wooster 
Youngstown-Austintown 
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Air carrier airports 


-International 


exo ey: 


PI 


Allentown 
Altoona 


sradford 


Butler 
Erie-Port Erie 
Franklin 


Harrisburg 
Johnstown 
Lancaster 
Lock Haven 
Philadelphia-International 
Pittsburgh-Greater Pittsburgh 
Reading 
Scranton-Wilkes-Barr« 
W illiamsport 

RH 


Providence 
Pawtucket-Woonsocket 


SOt 
Anderson 
Charleston 
Columbia-Columbia 
Florence 
Greenville 
Spartanburg 
Myrtle Beach 
Sol 


Aberdeen 
Huron 

Mitchell 
Pierre 

Rapid City-Municipal 
Sioux Falls 
Watertown 


General aviation airports 


OKLAHOMA 


Muskogee-Hat Box 

Oklahoma City-Keith Kahle 

Oklahoma City-Wiley Post 

Oklahoma City-Downtown 
nh i 


‘herokee 


x 
Tr 
Ti on 
z -Nort! 


OREGON 


Beavertown 

Ey Air Park 

Hil isboro 

] epanon 
Portland-Skvlife 
Portland-Troh’s Skyport 
Springfield 

Troutdale 


NNSYLVANIA 


Ambler 

Bloomsburg 

Booths Corner 

Bristol 

Eddir £Lol 

Erie-Erie Count) 

Langhorne 

New Kingstor 

Norristown 
Philadelphia-North Philadelphia 
Pittsburgh-Allegheny County 
Prospectville 
Wilkes-Barre-Wyoming Valley 
York 


ODE ISLAND 


Middletown 


TH CAROLINA 


Columbia-Owens 


TH DAKOTA 


Rapid City-Halley 





era 
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Air carrier airports 


sristol 

Chattanooga 
Knoxville-MecGhee-Tyson 
Memphis- Municipal 
Nashville-Berry 


\bilene-New Municipal 
Alice 


Beau t-P. Arthu 
Ror 

Brownsville 

Brvan 

Corpus Christi-Cliff Mau 


Lufkir 

Midland-Air Terminal 
Mission- MecAllen-Miller M inicipal 
Pecos Municipal 
Plainview 

san Angelo 

San Antonio-Municipa 
Tempk 

Tyler 

Uvalde 

Victoria 

Waco 
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General aviation airports 
TENNESSEE 
Clarksville 
Jackson 
Knox e-I[slar 1 
Memphis-Memphis Flying Service 
Nashville-Cornelia F< Airpark 





rEXA 


A bilene- Municipal 
Amarillo-Trade Winds 


Corpus Christi-Cudahy 


Dalhart 

Dallas-W hite Rock 
Dallas-Redbird 
Dallas-Park Cities 
Dallas-Highway 77 
Dallas-Highland Park 
Fort Worth-Meacham 
Fort Worth-Russell 
Fort W orth- Mid-West 
Fort Worth-Seginaw 
Genoa 

Hondo 
Houston-Andreau 
Houston-Sam Houstor 
Houston-Gulf Coast 
La Porte 

Laredo-Air Force Bass 
Midland-Airpark 
Odessa 

Pearland 

San Antonio-Lake 

San Antonio-Stinson 
Wichita Falls-Gilchrist 
Wichita Falls-Kickapoo 
Pecos-Worsham Field 


Wichita Falls-Kell-Shepherd Municipal 


Ogden 
Salt Lake City 
Vernal 


Burlington 
Montpelier 


Danville 
Lynchburg 

New port News 
Norfolk- Municipal 
tichmond-By rd 
Roanoke 


UTAH 


Provo 


VERMONT 


VIRGINIA 


Alexandria 
Alexandria-Washington-Virginia 
Alexandria-Beacon 

Falls Church 

Norfolk-Glen Rock 
Richmond-Central 
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Air carrier airports General aviation airports 


WASHINGTON 


Bellingham sellview 
Ephrata Bremerton 

Hog lam Clarkston 
Olympia College Place 
Pasco Kent 

Port Angeles Prosser 
Pullman- Moscow Seattle -North 
Seattle-Boeing Seattle-Lake 
Seattle-Tacoma Snohomish 
Spokane-Geiger Spokane-Felts 
Walla Walla Spokane-Calkins 
Wenatcheo Tacoma 
Yakima Vancouver-Evergreen 


Vancouver-Pearson 


> + 
Y T 
R on 


WEST VIRGINIA 
Beckley 
Charlestor 
Clarksburg 
Elkins 
Huntington-Ashland 
Mor stow 
Parkersburg 
Wheeling 

WISCONSIN 

Beloit-Janesville Milwaukee-Curtis-Wright 
Eau Claire Milwaukee-Brown Deer 
Green Bay Pewaukee 
La Crosse Waukesha 
Madison 
Milwaukee 


} 


Oshkosh 
Stevens Point 
Wausau 
WYOMING 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Laramie 
Riverton 
Sheridan 

Mr. Hrnsnaw. Thank you very much, Mr. Under Secretary. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. O’Hara. One of the purposes of this bill, Mr. Murray, as I 
understand it, is to change the criteria for airport aid; is that not true? 

Mr. Murray. The bill itself, Congressman, does not change the 
criteria. The criteria have alw ays been left to the Department under 
its administrative responsibility. None of the amendments that are 
proposed for the act would affect that at all. We thought that it 
was important to let the Congress know what we were contemplating 
in the way of criteria. There have been criteria for Federal aid, and 
we are now preparing to tighten them up. 

Mr. O’Hara. You say in your statement: 

More specifically, it is our judgment at this time that appropriate cut-off 
points for Federal aid expenditures would be a level of airline traffic represented 
by 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, or a based aircraft population of 30 air- 
craft, or some combination of these factors which would represent an equivalent 
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of 
level of aeronautical activity In other words, an airport which has only 1,000 
airline passengers per veer Would still meet these criteria if, in addition, it has 20 


based aircraft. 


What do you mean by “based aircraft’? Does that mean private 
and passenger airplanes? 

Mr. Murray. It would be the noncommercial type of aircraft that 
would have that field as its home field. It could be private or planes 
for charter. 

Mr. O'Hara. As a result of this legislation, and your suggestions 
in your testimony, those airports would be eliminated that do not 
meet the criteria; is that true? 


Mr. Murray. Yes 


Mr. O'Hara. Now, on page 4 of your statement you say 


Increasingly, airports will be one of the besie factors which, together with such 
other community resources as highways and school svstems, will he ip to determine 
whether a given community prospers or declines 


Now, do you know of any such program of Federal aid where there 
are grants to the building of roads, or for the building of schools, where 
you get down to the point where you say—well, the little ones do not 
get anything, as you say in this bill? 

Mr. Murray. Well, | think it gets down to a matter of degree there 
There is a great amount of mileage in our Federal highway system 
that has absolutely no eligibility for Federal aid. 1 do not know about 
the school] situation. 1 did not even know that we were doing any- 
thing in the Federal Government about building schools. I do not 
believe we are. 

Mr. O'Hara. We may not be doing anything directly, but we have 
in the past. 

I notice that someone has handed around a pamphlet, Airports of 
Record with 3,000 or more enplaned domestic airline passengers based 
upon the calendar year 1953. 

Is that an indication of the airports in the various States which 
would meet the requirements of 3,000 enplaned passengers, or 30 
based aircraft? 

Mr. Murray. Or some combination of the two; ves sir. 

Mr. O'Hara. I am very grateful to note that in Minnesota, for 
example, you finally found one in my district that would be eligible 
out of all the airports that were in existence. But, Mr. Murray, | 
think | can say to you, apparently on the theory which is involved in 
this proposal that we are going to set up criteria, that when you set 
it up on the basis of going to the large communities, then the ones 
that need it most are not going to get it. Is not that about the prac- 
tical situation? 

Mr. Murray. Congressman O’Hara, the appropriation request for 
the airport program is $22 million. In all fairness to everybody, that 
is not a very large sum of money, although it happens to be a sum that 
compares very favorably with the amounts that have been appro- 
priated in the past and represents nearly twice as much as the appro- 
priation for the fiscal year 1953. But when you are dealing with a 
problem the size of the airport problem and with an amount of money 
that, even though double the 1953 appropriation, is still a small amount 
of money, if it is to have any impact at all on the airport program, 1t 
is fundamental, it seems to us, that it not be diluted. If there were 


51689—54——_6 
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tremendous sums available, I think we would have an entirely different 
situation. However, in fiscal year 1953, out of the last appropriation, 
39 States received an apportionment of less than $200,000 and that was 
for all of the projects within those States, and 9 of the States received 
less than $100,000. 

Including the amounts under the discretionary fund, 33 States each 
received in total less than $250,000; New York’s apportionment, that 
is, for all of the communities in the State of New York, was $481,000; 
Illinois was $318.000: New Jersey. $144,000: Ohio, $279,000: for all of 
the projects that were in Ohio; Connecticut got $63,000; Kansas got 
$163,000—in other words, we are dealing with such a small amount of 
money. We have had in this program &6 projects that were less than 
$5,000. And when vou are dealing with this amount of money, if it 
is to have any impact at all, if it is really to do some good, we want to 
be in a position where we can get on with the projects which are most 
essential to the air traffic of the country, and there has to be some cutoff 
point. I do not think there is anything magic about the criteria, but 
it just seems to us with the amount of money available they would 
have sufficient impact to have this money really do some good. ‘That 
is Why in order to keep it from being diluted, we have asked to have a 
larger discretionary fund and at least at this point to limit it to air 
fields that do generate most of the air traffic of the country. 

Mr. O’Hara. Have you had any conferences with the representa- 
tives of the State aeronautical commissions of the various States? 

Mr. Murray. I have had conferences with Colonel McMullen, who 
is here today, and represents them and was also a member of the air- 
port panel | talked to you about; so that we have had a very good 
cross section of comment 

Mr. O'Hara. What is the attitude of the State commissioners of 
aeronautics with reference to this proposal’ 

Mr. Murray. 1 believe that Colonel MeMullen will testify here 
and I do not want to quote him, but I believe they are opposed to it. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. McMutuen. Yes 

Mr. O’Hara. That is all 

Mr. Murray. There are other organizations, however, that are for 
this legislation, as you know. 

Mr. Do.uiver. As I understand your statement, you are not favor- 
able to the one part of the bill which has to do with the apportionment 
of these funds to certain facilities in connection with airports. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Murray. We are in favor of putting in the bill the elimination 
of Federal funds for terminal buildings. 

Mr. Douiiver. You have a discretion to exclude them now, do 
you not? 

Mr. Murray. We have discretion by administrative action either 
to put them in or keep them out; but we thought that inasmuch as 
hangars are excluded from Federal aid specifically in the bill, it seemed 
to us, in order to get this reoriented on a longer term basis, it was only 
fair to tell you we thought it was desiratle to eliminate them and 
request that it be done by legislation. 

Mr. Douuiver. As a matter of fact, you have used your discretion 
pretty much to eliminate those facilities, have you not—the ones 
which you are talking about in this legislation? 
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Mr. Murray. No, sir. I cannot tell you how many dollars have 
been spent on terminal buildings, but up to this time terminal buildings 
have been eligible for and have received Federal ald. 

Mr. Do.tuiver. In other words, you want that discretion taken 
away from you? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Douutver. The other feature in this bill is that you increase 
the discretionary funds from 25 to 50 percent. 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Douiiver. And you propose to make these funds available for 
certain categories of improvements which you have described in your 
statement; is that true? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Mr. Douuiver. As Mr. O’Hara has said, that would pretty much 
eliminate many of the smaller airports unless they were in densely 
settled parts of the country? 

Mr. Murray. I would rather put it on the basis that it would con- 
centrate funds on those airports where there is by far the greatest 
amount of air activity in the country. As I said, those would cover 
airports that would generate 99.4 percent of the commercial air 
traffic of the country and, in addition to that, a great many of these 
fields have general aviation; so, when you have a small amount of 
money, the question is do you do something with it—are you going 
to get something out of it, or not. 

Mr. Douuiver. Your program as envisaged by this bill would elimi- 
nate any developmental work in areas where it is possible to develop 
traffic, would it not? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; there is no contemplation of that. 1 
pointed that out in my testimony, that there would be special situa- 
tions that would arise from time to time and they could very ade- 
quately be covered in here; there would be sufficient flexibility to do 
that. That would cover the point the chairman [Mr. Hinshaw] 
raised about a new airport. Obviously new airports in areas where 
there would be sufficient traffic would be eligible for Federal aid, and 
there is no contemplation of eliminating them. 

Mr. Doutiver. I just want to get in the record a little better ex- 
planation of what you mean by air carrier airports and general 
aviation airports. 

Mr. Murray. May Mr. Lee give you the exact definition of that? 

Mr. Douiiver. Yes. 

Mr. Ler. My name is Frederick B. Lee, Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics. 

‘“ Air carrier airports” is an all-inclusive term, to include airports for 
which scheduled air-carrier service has been certificated. ‘General 
aviation airports” are those airports for which no scheduled air-carrier 
service has been certificated and which are used solely by other than 
scheduled air-carrier aircraft. 

Mr. Dotuiver. With respect to Federal aid of air-carrier airports, 
in general have they received Federal aid and general aviation airports 
have not? Is that the criteria? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; they both have received Federal aid. 

Mr. Do.turver. Both may have received Federal aid? 

Mr. Murray. And both would continue to; both have received it in 
the past and both will continue to receive it in the future. 
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Mr. Dotutver. Suppose a situation would arise where a community 
with a general aviation airport was able to attract a certificated airline 
to the airport, would it then be transferred over to an air-carrier-airport 


class? 
Mr. Murray. Yes Sut that might have nothing to do with 
whether it received any less or more Federal aid It gets down again 


to the amount of activity there is on that field 

Mr. Douutver. In my own State of Iowa, I happen to know quite a 
number of airports where there are some home-based aircraft which are 
not included in either of the classifications. What about those? 

Mr. Murray. That would be because the level of activity there 
would be under the 3,000 passengers, or 30 based aircraft, or some 
combination of the two 

Mr. Doutiver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; that is all. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Are there any further questions? 

The Cuatrman (Mr. Wolverton). Mr. Secretary, I hesitate to ask 
the question I am going to ask, because I think I should know the 
answer, but I do not as fully as I would like. Will vou describe for me 
just how the discretionary fund is used? 

Mr. Murray. At the moment, 75 percent of the appropriation is on 
a nondiscretionary basis and is apportioned among the several States 

The CuarrmMan. This would change it? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. The 25 percent, which represents the dis 
cretionary fund, may be used at the discretion of the Administrator 
on those projects which, in his judgment, are deemed appropriate for 
receiving Federal funds, and which cannot be adequately covered by 
the apportioned funds available to the States concerned. In other 
words, the Administrator has the discretion now as to where he may 
obligate the additional 25 percent on spectiic projects 

The CuarrmMan. Does that contemplate in any way approval by the 
State authorities? 

Mr. Murray. Depending upon the laws of the State, we would deal 
either with the Stete authorities or we would deal directly with the 
municipalities. Different States have different laws on that. I think 
there are 21 States where projects are passed through the State 
Aeronautics Division 

Mr. MceMuutien. Thirty States have adopted legislation requiring 
State approval of projects, and 21 States have adopted legislation 
requiring that the Federal airport funds be channeled through State 
aviation agencies 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Will the gentleman who just spoke state for the 
record who he is? 

Mr. McMuuuen. Iam A. B. MeMullen, executive secretary of the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials 

Mr. Murray. In the 21 States where, by State law, the funds need 
to be approved by the State, the discretionary funds would be handled 
in that way. In the States where that is not required, that would 
be as a result of contact between the Administrator and the munici 
pality directly. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Secretary, for the purpose of pursuing the 
question I believe the chairman asked, what is the formula for exercis- 
ing discretion: what formula does the Administrator use in exercising 
discretion? 
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Mr. Murray. There will be a great part of this where his discretion 
is circumscribed by the act itself 

Mr. Rocrers. What is that? That is what I want to know I do 
not know, and I want to know when he uses his discretion 

Mr Mr RRAY He would be able to use his discretion in anv of these 
760 airports 

Mr. Rogers. Without limitation? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir—-where the funds would be spent at those 
airports, say, on runways, on land acquisition, and so forth. He 
would not be able to spend it on terminal buildings if they should be 
excluded under this act 

Mr. Rocrers. In other words, if he was feeling good one morning, 
he might adopt this one, and if he was feeling bad another morning, 
he might reject that Is that right? 

Mr. Murray. I do not believe the discretionary part of the act 
has ever been used in any CAPTIClOUS Way at all. With 41 States having 
participated in it over a period of time, | think vou will find it has not 
departed too far from the nondiscretionary part of the formula 

Mi Rocers. | did not mean to say the Administrator would do 
that 

Mr. Murray. The Administrator feels well almost all of the 
time, anvhow {Laughter. | 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Murray, do you happen to have the percentage 
of the contribution made by the Federal Government to general 
airports under the Federal Airport Act? 

Mr. Murray. I would like to sav in here, also, as vou know, that 
the air carrier airports all have, or almost all of them, a lot of general 
aviation activity at those airports, too. From 1947 to 1953 the an 
carrier airports have received $162 million, or 87 percent of the funds; 
the general aviation fields have received $24 million, or 13 percent of 
the funds 

Mr. Mack. In ¢ 
veneral-—not all o 
airports——-you will save somet 
appropriation for the Federal Airport Act. You stated a few minutes 
ago that some of the general airports could qualify for further assist- 


ther words, if vou cut out the airports that were 
f them, but a certain percentage of the general 


hing less than 10 percent of the entire 


ance. Therefore, it would be something less than 10° percent 
definitely less than 13 percent and probably less than 10 percent 
that you would be saving if you eliminated all of those small general 
airports that did not qualify under this proposal 

Mr. Murray. Congressman Mack, | am just giving you the figures 
on what has happened in the past. I do not know that would neces- 
sarily follow as far as the future situation is concerned 

Mr. Mack. | understand they will have to meet certain criteria in 
the future? 

Mr. Murray. That is right 

Mr. Mack. And if they did not meet that criteria in the future, 
they would not qualify for assistance under the Federal Airport Act? 

Mr. Murray. That is right 

Mr. Mack. On that basis, you would eliminate a certain  per- 
centage of the general airports 

Mr. Murray. That is right. This would also eliminate a certain 
percentage of the air carrier airports where they are not up to that 
criteria. 1 would think numberwise there would be more general 
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aviation ports—I know there would be more general aviation ports 
eliminated by number than there would be air carrier airports. But 
as far as density is concerned, the amount involved 

Mr. Mack. 1 think Congressman O’ Hara and perhaps Congressman 
Dolliver expressed some concern about these small airports. I share 
that concern with them. It seems to me there has been a trend in 

recent years to eliminate private flying, certainly not to encourage 
private flying, and it occurs to me that this might be a step in that 
same direction 

As a private flier myself, I find extreme difficulty in these times to 
find an airport to land on within 50 miles of my destination. Now 
there has been no encouragement for the private flier; no training pro- 
gram to encourage individuals to learn to fly, and if we take another 
step and eliminate the facilities for the private flier, there will be 
nothing but commercial air transportation to carry on the air com- 
merce. 

And I might say, since you mentioned that some roads in the country 
are not given the benefit of Federal aid, I believe that is because there 
is very little interstate commerce on those roads; but you do find 
interstate commerce being conducted over even the smallest airports 
throughout the country. I think that is something that should be 
considered in the future. It is very important in my opinion to en- 
courage civil aviation, to encourage private flying. As you recall, in 
World War II, private fliers played a very important part, in the 
earlier stages of World War II, in furnishing pilots for military 
service. 

Mr. Murray. As you know, at the end of the war when there had 
been a very substantial training program of pilots, it was contem- 
plated at that time that by 1955 we would have 400,000 private air- 
craft; it was predicted that we would have 400,000 private aircraft in 
the country, and there would be a tremendous development in that 
particular field. We do have 6,000 airports. I have heard a great 
many reasons given for that development not having taken place 
the development of the 400,000 private aircraft—I have heard many 
reasons given for the failure, but I have never heard that it has been 
due to the fact we did not have enough airports for that purpose. We 
have over 6,000 airports in the country and I really believe there are 
other considerations besides the availability of airports that have 
brought about this situation where we have fallen far short of the mark 
in private flying, although in company-type aircraft, and the air car- 
riers, we have gone away ahead of anything that was predicted. 

Mr. Mack. | think ] made that same point, but several things 
have happened to discourage private flying in recent years, and I am 
wondering if this is not a step in the same direction if you eliminate 
private fields? 

Mr. Murray. I do not believe so. That obviously can be ar- 
cued 

Mr. Mack. I do not want to discuss that subject, because it does 
not relate to the bill under consideration, but I recall under this pro- 
gram, after World War Il, they had many cow-pasture operations 
that could be utilized, perhaps, only 8 months out of the year. They 
were not at all airports; conseque ‘ntly, they were abandoned after the 
war. But you have many airports, as you mentioned, under the 
Federal Airport Act that are being utilized quite satisfactorily. I 
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know in my own area there is Champaign, IIl.; Litchfield, Ill.; Lincoln, 
Ill., and Jacksonville, Ill., that do not have any commercial operations 
and I believe the cities are pe rfectly satisfied to continue the operation 
of these small airports. These fields have contributed to greate 
safety in private aviation and have provided some type of hard surface 
runway for landing. I would like to see this idea encouraged and 
expanded by your agency. 

Mr. Murray. As you know, when this act first went through, it 
carried an authorization for $520 million to be appropriated over a 
period of 7 years and at no time to be above $100 million a year 
That cert: any came along at the time when there was great anticipa 
tion of this tremendous development. But as you know, in the inter- 
vening time, there has not been an : appropri: ation ne arly approximating 
that amount of money and the situation has changed. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. I want to make a couple of remarks and then ask a 
couple of questions. 

Yesterday in the course of the hearing on H. R. 8898 it was brought 
out that a certain local service carrier operating in the Rocky Moun- 
tain area operated in and out of places where it carried as many as 
1,500 passengers per year per thousand of population. That is a very 
large number, especially when the population is meant to ae 
minor children and even infants. And the panies ular city which had 
that high proportion of passengers on the air carriers hi id only 5,300 
population. That is a tremendous use of the: air carrier. But if for 
any reason that air carrier, or an air carrier, were to cease operation 
in that area, for financial or other reasons, naturally the number of 
passengers would fall off. 

I do not know whether they have any private fliers in that area, or 
not; I suppose they do; but it is quite evident from the range of 
figures that it is impossible to tell from the figures that might b« 
originally submitted by some company as to whether or not it would 
have 10 passengers per day, as 1s contemplated according to this set of 
criteria of 3,000 plane passengers per year. I suppose that means 8 
9, or 10 passengers per day before such a community could provide 
that kind of airport facility. 

Now I think it is very dangerous to establish a set of criteria. |] 
think each situation has to be judged in accordance with its charac 
teristics and if you establish a set of criteria it is just simply going to 
make it easy for the Department of Commerce to turn down an 
application. I do not think it is wise to set up any set of criteria in 
any definite form, because it may discourage the use of aircraft and 
an airport at a place which has great need for it. 

Now you mentioned the Air Policy Board and its report. It is 
true that Mr. Wolverton and I both served on that Board. I do 
not remember which subcommittee Mr. Wolverton sat on, but I was 
chairman of the Military Aviation Subcommittee. The report, we 
think, was a good one. I do not remember the recommendation that 
you quoted, but it probably had its origin in the recommendations of 
the Subcommittee on Civil Aviation. 

As far as the Federal Airport Act is concerned, in its original 
inception, it had to do with the expansion of airports, so that it would 
benefit both the private flier and stimulate private flying, and stimu- 
late especially the young flying. It was hoped that many fields 
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would be established which have been designated as “cow pasture” 
fields, and many youngsters would take up flying. That was not 
eventuated, but it is rather difficult to obtain funds for the establish- 
ment of those ‘‘cow pasture” airports and | think at the present time 
the lack of availability of young pilot material is a clear indication of 
the lack of interest that has been displayed by several agencies of the 
Government, perhaps, in iryving to stimulate that 

It is my feeling that the Federal Aid Airport Act was not for the 
aid of air carrier airports only, but for the aid of all airports, and it 
was certainly not designed to aid air Carriers particularly. 

Mr. Murray. May I point out that the airport panel report of 
the Transportation Council which I mentioned, and which was made 
up of Mr. Bolton, president, American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives; Mr. DuBuque, executive director and secretary, National 
Business Aircraft Association; Mr. Durand, secretary and assistant 
general counsel, Air Transport Association; Mr. Hartranft, president, 
Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association; Mr. Inwood, past president, 
Airport Operators Council; Mr. Jones, member of the Airport 
Operators Council; Colonel McMullen, executive secretary, National 
Association of State Aviation Officials; Mr. Nuss, treasurer, American 
Association of Airport Executives; Mr. Nyrop, Washington counsel, 
Conference of Local Airlines; Mr. Randolph, assistant to the president, 
Capital Airlines; Mr. Taylor, vice president, Trans World Airlines; 
and Mr. Schmidt, manager, Tucson Municipal Airport in sub- 
mitting their report they made two recommendations having to do 
with criteria. Recommendation No. IV is 

The deter nation of ether there is sufficient national interest to warrant 
Federal participatio1 a particular airport project should be based on a demon- 


stration otf tan ble aeronaut “al ‘PSSILV In the area serve 


and in recommendation No. XI they said 


A thorough revision of the national airport plan should be made This should 
be based on sound cr ! lesigned to gage the ta ble aeronautical necessity 
oO ( 1 i er io ! D te 1 Do 


Mr. Hinsuaw. On the basis of any such statement as that, we 
would not have any air routes, because there is not enough national 
interest in serving the whole area 

| be a little difficult for us to handle. We 
are glad to know the Department of Commerce is setting up criteria, 


but I believe I can speak for the committee in saving that the interest 


l believe t} ese criteria \ il 


of the flying citizens should be considered and the interest of the pri- 
vate flying organizations, and there are about 100,000 in the United 
states, all of whom vote and have a creat deal of personal influence 
upon the ( ‘ongress, because there are such people 2s our distinguished 
friend Peter Mack, who has distinguished bimself in aviation both as a 
military pilot and a private pilot and has flown around the world alone. 
| guess he might qualify i speak for the private pilot. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. O’Hara. I do not mean to be offensive at all to vou, Mr. 
Murray, because I appreciate your feeling sincerely, representing the 
Department, but I was one of those who helped to write the last Fed - 
era] Aid Airport Act in the 79th Congress, and wl ich this committee 
cave a great deal of consideration and heard a great deal of testimony 
as to the needs of the country. That was immediately following, as 
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[ reca}), the close of World War IT, and at that time I Jearned there 
was a great need for the development, in certain port ions of the coun- 
try, of an orderly airport system. And in the development of that 
system, taking my own State, Mr. "yelled we remember a man by 
the name of Lindbergh up there pretty well, who I think was one of 
the great fliers of the world. I can remember his flying an old 
patched-up crate, landing on little cow pastures with passengers and 
taking off from them. 

Sut our part of the country was pretty badly neglected in airport 
development and, with the impetus that was given by the 79th Con- 
gress through the passage of the Air pot Act, there has been a develop- 
ment in towns such as Fairmont, Minn., New Ulm, Minn., and the 
vreat interest developed in Mankato, Minn., which, strangely, is not 
included in the list, where they not only have trunk airline operations, 
but pretty heavy flying operations, and there are a number of other 
small airports in my district and others in the State of Minnesota that 
we very badly needed. 

Now, as I view this legislation and the advocacy of it by your 
Department, some of that development has no hope in the future. 
Do you disagree with the statement, sir, that some of those airp orts 
which have been developed through the aid of Federal funds and the 
aid of Jocal funds and the aid of State funds have no hope in the future? 
[ do not see there is any hope and if the criteria which you suggest be 

set up is adopted, they might just as well dry up in my opinion. 

Mr. Murray. The only thing I can say on that is that I think the 
Appropriations Committee have not shared the enthusiasm of this 
particular committee. 

Mr. O’Hara. Unfortunately that is very true. 

Mr. Murray. And you come back to the fact that, under the pre- 
vious administration, the most recent appropriation for this program 
provided only $11 million for project grants, which, when spread 
around, I think almost everyone will admit served almost no useful 
purpose in the amounts that were available. When many great States 
received less than $200,000 under the program, then I say to you there 
is a lack of enthusiasm somewhere and you are up against a practical 
problem as to what can best be done for aviation with the amount of 
money you have. Our appropriation request this year as submitted 
to C ‘ongress Was for $22 million. That is nearly twice what it was in 
1953. 

That is still a very small amount of money. If we are going to get 
on with this show and develop our airports, it seems to us we need to 
concentrate on those areas, so long as there are limited funds, where 
there is the aeronautical activity. And since there is not enough 
money to spread around all over the place, you comeé down to the 
question of where will you use it, and it is our considered opinion 
that aviation will be better served by taking this amount, which is 
admittedly small, and concentrating, at least to the extent it might 
have some impact, on those projects which are most in the national 
interest. 

Mr. O’Hara. There may be much to what you say, Mr. Murray, 
but I think aviation in the problem which we have for airport develop- 
ment involves so many things that I do not think we have given full 
consideration to the development of local flying and the use of air- 
port facilities. Public convenience to me is a highly important thing 
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and I think, as Mr. Hinshaw indicated in one of his questions, that 
any criteria set up which is going to stifle or cut off the development 
of a small community is very important. It seems to me it runs 
into serious headaches and the ultimate result of that which is pro- 
posed, I think, is going to meet with very strenuous objections from 
those whose heads are cut off. 

I say that very frankly 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I would like to read from the committee report on 
the Federal Aid Airport Act, being House Report No. 844 of the 
79th Congress, Ist session, dated June 30, 1945, by Mr. Lea, chairman 


of the committee at that time. It Savs: 

The basic purpose and objective of the proposed Federal Aid Airport Act is 
to bring about, throug a program of grants-in-aid, the establishment of an 
integrated nationwide sys of public airports adequate to anticipate and 
meet the needs of civil aeronauties in the United States and its Territories and 
possessions Chis airport system is to include not only the large terminal air- 
ports needed to accon diate commercial air transportation but also the many 
smaller ai port 1 D ite or |} i 

In deciding to approve legislation for these purposes the committee has followed 
recommendations made by the Civil Aeronautics Administration in a report 
submitted on Nove ber 28, 1944 It is the conviction of the committee that 
a national airport plan of this tvpe ist be carried it if the United States is to 
retain its world leadership in aviation, civil and military 


The airplane is useful for every type of transportation of which it is capable. 
It cannot serve its purposes without fields on which to take off and land. 

Then it goes on and sets forth in detail the manner in which it is 
anticipated the act will be administered, and I think we will be 
defeating the purpose of the Civil Aeronautics Act if we confine the 
granting of aid by any such criteria as is here proposed. I think you 
have to use administrative judgment and discretion, and I believe 
the criteria, as such, are liable to stultifv the purposes of the act. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. SCHENCK. May | just make this observation? It seems to me 
there is som’ precedent for aid to aviation in the fact that we have 
a highway-ail program which includes not only interstate highways, 
but also intrastate highways of both primary, secondary, and farm- 
to-market roads; therefore it would seem to me that same philosophy 
should be applied to aid to airports. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. That is a very good observation. 

We thank you very much, Mr. Murray, for your comments. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Hinspaw. The next witness, I believe, was to be Colo- 
nel McMullen, but he has yielded to Mr. Hamilton, who has to go to 
the other side of the Capitol, so we will hear now Mr. Randy H. Hamil- 
ton, director of the Washington office of the American Municipal 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF RANDY H. HAMILTON, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 
OFFICE, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Hamittron. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Randy H. Hamilton, director of the Washington office of the American 
Municipal Association, the national association representing 12,000 
municipalities in 44 States. It is the largest organization representing 
city governments in the world. 
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And I would like to say Mr. O’Hara asked the preceding witness 
whether the municipalities had been consulted on this matter, and | 
would like to state for the record that the munucipalities as such, 
and the governors of the States, were not represented on the airport 
panel, and we were not consulted at any stage of the drafting of the 
bill. We had requested representation on the airport panel, but the 
Department of Commerce saw fit to deny that request. 

The provisions of H. R. 9325 are of a more direct, intimate and vital 
concern to the cities of the United States than to any other single 
group. Cities own and operate the major airports of the Nation. 
‘They were the chief sponsors of the Federal Airport Act of 1946, which 
H. R. 9325 seeks to amend. My remarks are reflective, therefore, of 
the considered judgment of those public officials who are ultimately 
responsible for the operation of 95 percent of the Nation’s airports. 

I should like to discuss the amendments proposed in H. R. 9325, in 
the order in which they appear in the bill: 


I. FEDERAL AID TO TERMINAL BUILDINGS 


H. R. 9325 proposes to eliminate Federal aid to terminal buildin gs 
The American Municipal Association opposes this position. In the 
first place, if the Newark or Los Angeles airport accommodates a 
passenger in interstate commerce while he is sitting in an airplane on 
the runway it is perfectly obvious that that same passenger’s use of 
the terminal building’s facilities is also a part of his interstate journey. 
At the outset of this discussion it would also be useful to set the record 
straight regarding the proposal. Accompanying the introduction of 
S. 3410, companion to H. R. 9325, was a letter from Sinclair Weeks, 
Secretary of Commerce. This letter is printed in the Congressional 
Record of May 6, 1954 (p. 5759). The letter gives as supporting 
evidence for this suggested amendment, the follwoing statement: 

It is pertinent to note that the exclusion of terminal buildings from Federal aid 
was recommended by the airport panel of the [Commerce] Department’s Trans- 
portation Council. 

Secretary Weeks’ letter did not present the full recommendation 
of that panel. No doubt this was because of the necessity for brevity. 
However, I should like to take the time of this committee to quote the 
full recommendation because I think it is the kernel of the proposal. 
It appears on page 27 of the Report of the Airport Panel of the Trans- 
portation Council of the Department of Commerce on the Growth of 
the United States Airport System. The panel was appointed by Mr. 
Weeks’ Under Secretary for Transportation, Mr. Murray, and was 
printed as Senate Document 95, 83d Congress. The full recommenda- 
tion is as follows: 

4. Terminal buildings: It is the opinion of the panel that terminal buildings 
should not receive Federal aid. These structures are revenue-producing facilities 
and are capable of being privately financed in the same manner as other business 
buildings. Corollary to this view are two principles: (1) All occupants of building 
space should share the cost of lobbies, restrooms, and other public use space; 
(2) all Federal agencies should pay for all space used, including construction and 
maintenance thereof, on a self-liquidating basis. In order to facilitate the normal 
private financing of terminal buildings and improvements thereto, the Federal 
Government should lift such restrictions as military recapture rights and free 
space occupancy clauses. 
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[ regret to say, gentlemen, that the proposed amendment falls far 
short of meeting this recommendation. It is unworkable in terms of 
equity and justice. Municipalities find it difficult to secure financing 
on a revenue building if the Government retains the right to recapture 
the airport because of military necessity. Secondly, it is doubtful 
if the proposal will save the Government any money. The Congress 
has just passed a so-called lease-purchase bill because it has decided 
that it would be cheaper for the Federal Gov ernment to participate in 
a building program for its needs rather than pay rent. Certainly the 
Federal Government cannot hope to occupy valuable terminal build- 
ing space without paying rent. If the present Congress is right in 
passing the lease-purchase bill, because direct purchase is cheaper 
than rental, then it must also be equally true that it would save 
Federal funds in the long run to get free use of valuable space by 
participating in the cost of the construction of the terminal. 

You cannot expect the municipalities to give the Federal Govern- 
ment free space. You can, if this amendment passes, expect to have to 
pay rent in these buildings. 

The Federal Government engages in substantial and important 
operations in these buildings. All international airports, for instance, 
have customs stations, immigration stations and Public Health Service 
facilities connected with them. For the most part, the Federal Gov- 
ernment gets free space to fulfill its needs in performing these functions. 
It gets such space because of Federal participation in the terminal] 
building. True, that is not a written concept in the law that there 
shall be a quid pro quo, but the municipal officials say “If you help us, 
we will help you.” If the municipality is faced with a Government 
demand for free space, as opposed to the willingness of a private con- 
cessionaire to pay rent for that same space, isn’t it likely to assume that 
the Federal Government’s request will be denied or that the space 
allocated will be unsuited to the Government’s needs? The necessity 
of producing the revenue to pay off the construction costs of the build- 
ing would make it imperative that the municipality rent the space 
out, instead of providing it to Uncle Sam for free. In addition, most 
major airports now have post offices connected with them, usually 
located in the terminal building. Once again free space for a Govern- 
ment function. Does the Federal Government expect the munici- 
palities to provide free space in terminal buildings for the Post Office 
Department; if the Government does not participate in the cost of 
constructing the building? 

Finally, the Secretary of Commerce’s letter accompanying S. 3410 
points out that the very thing which the amendment requests is already 
possible under the law. In part, he Says: 

* * * terminal buildings may now be excluded from Federal-aid participation 
through administrative action under the present law * 4 
and then goes on to state that he does not want to retain this adminis- 
trative flexibility. This is particularly peculiar to comprehend 
because the second amendment proposed in H. R. 9325 is justified on 
the basis of administrative flexibility. So, in the same bill. in two 
different sections, we find a proposal for straitjacketing the right to 
use Federal funds on airport terminal buildings because the Secretary 
of Commerce does not want the flexibility now accorded him in the 
present law; and at the same time he wants greater flexibility to allow 
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him to spend up to 50 percent of what will be a $22 million appropria- 
tion, completely within his own discretion. > 

Kor the reasons indicated above, the American Municipal Associa- 
tion opposes the removal of terminal buildings from the list of airport 
items eligible to receive Federal aid. We urge you to allow the present 
law to stand unamended, so as to allow such aid when it is necessary. 
useful, and in the national interest. , 


Il, INCREASE IN DISCRETIONARY FUND TO 50 PERCENT OF APPROPRIATION 


The second proposed amendment to the Federal Airport Act 
contained in H. R. 9325 has as its purpose the doubling of the dis 
cretionary fund, spendable in the wisdom of the Secretary of Com- 
merce. As operating city officials we know and are aware of the valu 
of administrative flexibility. The present law provides the Secretary 
with a discretionary fund equal to 25 percent of the appropriation 
Thus, 75 percent of the appropriated funds are alotted to the States 
in & manner quite similar to the dozens of such allotment plans in 
effect for other appropriations and functions. We suggest that 
thoughtful study be given to this proposal and that the committee 
consider the various ramifications inherent in providing a discretion- 
ary fund which quite conceivably may total $15 or $20 million a veal 

It is suggested that the desired flexibility might be acheived 
by adopting a common device which would allow the funds which 
are allocated to each State to remain available for 2 addit:onal 
vears after the close of the fiscal year for which they were appro 
priated. This practice is common among other Federal depart- 
ments and is used extensively in relation to other Federal aid and 
grant programs, particularly those which entail extensive construc- 
tion and building projects. 


III. CHANGE 1N BASIC PURPOSE OF THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


The third amendment proposed by the bill, H. R. 9325, would 
change the basic purpose and approach to the national airport plan 
from that which is now the rule. The present law now reads as 


follows: 


In order to brit about, in confon with t! national airport } p! ared 
( m time to ti revised as provided in this Act, the establishn t a 

ae ! f 7 ( rpo1 to 1 1 r 
eed ( civil LECT tic ( \ rate l i I d ( 
ake grants ° 


and so forth. Please note that the emphasis ison a national system of 
airports to meet the present and future needs of civil aeronautics. 

The American Municipal Association agrees with and favors this 
approach to the problem. It does not agree with and does not favor 
the approach suggested by the proposed amendment in H: BR. 9325 

The proposed amendment states that Federal participation should 
only be forthcoming “if he’’—the Secretary of Commerce 


satisfied that t! project will contribute to t! accomplish! nt of the purpose 


( 
of the aet and is of sufficient national importance to warrant financial participa- 


tion by the United States 


In the first place, this is already the law of the land. Certainly no 
Federal funds have been authorized and appropriated by the Congress 
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and spent under the direction of the Secretary of Commerce for proj- 
ects which were not “in the national interest,’’ or which did not ‘con- 
tribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of this act.” This 
pomt is so obvious as to need no further comment. 

Secondly, I call your attention to the fact that there are no suggested 


standards set forth in the proposed amendment as to what constitutes 


an airport in the national interest. The present act does make this 
definition by providing that any airport that is part of a national 
system of airports and which contributes to civil aviation is eligible 
for Federal aid In the pla e of this definition of national interest, 
what does the propos amendment offer? Only the words that the 


Secretary of Commerce must be “satisfied”? that the project will con- 
tribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of the act. Specific- 
ally it savs that “only if he is satisfied.” We suggest that the pro- 
posed amendment has as its purpose the substitution of bureaucratic 
pinion for stated congressional policy We oppose the amendment 
ecause we do not think the Congress « an ol should abdic ate its responsi- 
bility to determine what constitutes an airport in the natior al interest. 
If the Congress wishes to define this matter more closely it should do 


so It should not allow the definition to be made by bureaucratic 
whim or arbitrary juggling of figures pulled out of a hat. This 
Nation’s airport system was constructed for the most part on a 
Federal municipal part! ership basis It sho ild continue that way, 
with the Congress setting the standards by which the sponsoring 
municipality’s claim is to be judged 

Thirdly ,1t is not desirable to more closely circumscribe the “national 
interest” in airports than is now done in the act How do you de¢ ide 


what is in the national interest? Can anyone finitely determine that 


an airport which presumably is not in the national interest today will 


not so be tomorrow? Can anyone determine when the small airports 
from which the Nation’s Civil Air Patrol operates ceased to be in the 
national interest? Up until t day those airports are in the national 
interest The a option ol the criteria now being considered by the 


Commerce Department would remove many of thos« airports from the 


ist of those in the national interest It $s a bold plan, indeed, that 


proposes to determine that these airports are not in the national 

interest Hov about the rrowth ol helicopter service? Will this 
. } ‘ 4 4 

have any effect on an airp tin the national interest? How about the 


crowth of the local airline ervice 1n the United States? Are these 
airports 1n the national interest? On this point, let me refer to the 


Co! OTeSSIO ral Record oO! May 19, 1954 p \—3675 whi h has d ‘S¢ ribed 
the growth of air transportation by these local airlines in the period 
since World War I] It is nothing short of astounding. A study 


made by Frontier Airlines showed that in the year 1952 Frontier 
Airlines developed 297.8 passengers per 1,000 population from 25 
cities served on its route system which were under 25,000 population 
each, while 30 cities under 25,000 population each in the same general 
geographical area served exclusively by trunklines developed only 
132.4 passengers per 1,000 population. 

Another example will demonstrate this. Johnstown, Pa., was 
served in 1948 by one carrier—a trunk. In that year approximately 
3,300 passengers were served. In 1949 Allegheny Airlines, a local- 
service line, was certificated and began serving Johnstown, and the 


trunk line was suspended In 1949, 7,600 passengers used Allegheny’s 
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service from Johnstown, and in 1953 more than 20,000 passengers were 
served. 

Today we have 14 local-se rvice airlines which havi a route structure 
of approximately 30,000 miles and serve more than 430 cities in 42 
States. Over 43 million people reside in the cities served by the local 
airlines. 


‘he record of pro ress of the local airlines is pointed up 1 the fol- 
| 
lowing tables 
] 
4 
Lo é ie 

This type of growth was possible becauss he loeal airline re 
devote { con ple ly LO the small and termediate sizea COMMUNIC 
and have geared their flight operations and sales progran o fit tl 
communities’ requireme! 

Now. these statistics prove one t] cr, if nothing else They prove 


that the national interest lies not in the deve pment of any parti ilar 


airport or class of airports. It proves that the national imterest li 
in the development of a system of national airports The proposed 
amendment would destroy the system concept and for that reason it 
Is a poorly thought-out proposal. 

The interest of the United States of America, as the present law 
clearly pomts out and as th transportation policy of the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States so aptly puts it is that 


the national interest in tl provision of adequate nationwide system justifies 
reasonable Federal aid for this purpose Che Federal Airport Act of 1946 is the 
basis for such participation. 

The Nation’s interest is in a system of airports, just as it is in a 
system of highways. ‘This Congress has just passed the largest 
Federal-aid highway authorization bill in the Nation’s history—nearly 
$2 billion to be spent during fiscal 1956 and 1957 on a national system 
of highways. It would be preposterous to suggest that Federal aid 
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be confined only to the primary road system of the United States. 
Yet the proposed amendment in H. R. 9325 suggests what is tanta- 
mount to the same thing for airports. The Department of Commerce 
has informed the staff of this committee, and indeed the committee 
itself, that nearly two-thirds of the Nation’s total road mileage are 


not eligible for Federal aid It is true that onty 673.137 mules out of 
the Nation’s total road mileage of 3,249,945 are eligible for Federal aid. 

B ut it is eqtially true that the roads which are eligible for Federal 
aid carry 83 percent of the rural vehicle road mileage. If one-half 


of the total of 500 billion motor-vehicle miles which were driven in 


the United States last year is credited to urban streets eligible for 
Federal aid, the percentage of total traffic carried on the streets and 
highways eligible for Federal aid will be somewhere between 85 and 
90 percent. We respectfully suggest that this was a significant point. 
This is precisely what we would like to see as the basis of the Federal 
Government’s participation in the airport construction and develop- 
ment program of the Nation. Please note that our approach is to 
provide a system of airports for all traffic, and not just for the big 
scheduled passenger Carriers 

It is folly to peepee Federal aid for highways that do not carry 
much traffic. It is likewise folly to propose Federal aid for airports 
that do not carry much tr: affic. But the Nation’s smaller airports do 
carry sizable percentages of the traffic, as shown by the statistics 
presented above. 

It is the position of oe American Municipal Association that the 
amendment proposed by H. R. 9325 would destroy the system con- 
cept of the national ia rt plan. From a standpoint of national 
defense, it is the smaller airports which support, buttress, and back 
up the larger airport To deny Federal aid to those airports is to 
seriously weaken the ability of aviation to meet possible future de fense 
needs. Ido not think our Nation’s enemies will be considerate enough 
to bomb or sabotage only those smaller airports which are not within 
the “national interest” as se narrow construction authorized in this 
amendment would put the Consequently, we suggest that the 
eee airports must be de ‘veloped and kept in a state of readiness 

» be utilized in our national defense as alternate airports for military 


oad essential civil use Our enemies will noi permit us the luxury 

of leisurely redefining ‘the national interest in the smaller airports, 

after their possible initial air attacks. We will have to forego this 

bureaucratic luxury in the light of the realism of the world in which 
e live. 


The proposed amendment would jell the national interest and re- 
strict it to about 750 airports. ‘The American Municipal Association 
does not believe that it can be precisely ena that the United 

Siates needs 750 « urports, 751 airports, QO0 airports, « » 1,000 airports. 
It believes that the Nation needs a system of airporis, as envisioned 
in the present act. For that reason we oppose the amendment. 

The American Municipal Association finds support for its position 
in the very letter which the Secretary of Commerce sent to accompany 
the bill. The Secretary said, in part, “The rapid changes in the 
design and performance of aircraft, and the expanding uses of aircraft 
in the economy, result in changing airport requirements.” The 
Secretary used this as support for his request for a larger discretionary 


fund. We suggest that if it is valid to support flexibility in the 
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amount of funds available for his discretionary expenditure it is 
likewise valid for not freezing and jelling the list of those airports 
eligible for Federal aid, by narrrow bureaucratic definition, as would 
be possible and which is the intent of the amendment offered in 
H. R. 9325 

I heard from the back of the room that the colonel representing the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials is opposed to this bill. 

I represent 12,000 municipalities, many opposed to this bill. Con- 
sequently, local government appears this morning unanimously in 
opposition to this bill. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Are there any questions? 

If not, we thank you very much for your presentation. It has been 
a very excellent one. 

We will give the privilege to anyone who desires to enter a statement 
in the record at this point without testifying in person. 

The meeting will stand adjourned until 2 o'clock this afternoon, 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The hearing was resumed at 2 p. m. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. The committee will come to order. 

We will proceed with the hearings on H. R. 9325. 

The next witness is Col. A. B. MeMullen, of the National Associa- 
tion of State Aviation Officials. Colonel McMullen? 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. MceMuuuen. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement that 
is fairly long, but I do not intend to read it. 1 will just quote excerpts 
from it and interpolate briefly as I go along. 

Mr. HinsHaw. You may include the statement in the record, 

Mr. MeMutuen. Thank you. 

I want to express the appreciation of the National Association of 
State Aviation Officials, whose membership consists of the 45 States 
and Territories having official agencies or commissions specifically 
charged with the development, promotion, and regulation of aviation 
within their respective States and Territories, for the opportunity of 


> 


expressing our views on H. R. 9325. 

Very brie fly, they are that we oppose the bill, and we consider it one 
of the most unnecessary and undesirable pieces of aviation legislation 
that has been introduced in some time. 

As was stated this morning, we have taken avery active and direct 
part in the Federal aid to airports program since its enactment. In 
addition to the interest any State aviation agency would normally have 
in a national or Statewide airport program, 30 States have adopted 
legislation requiring State approval of projects, and 21 States have 
adopted legislation requiring that the Federal-aid airport funds be 
channeled through State aviation agencies. This, I believe, is rather 
conclusive evidence of the States’ interest in the program. 

The statements made herein are based on experience gained through 
a close working relationship with the Federal agencies responsible for 
administration of the Federal Airport Act and the program, and with 
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full knowledge of the mistakes that have been made and benefits that 
have accrued. 

Now I will discuss very briefly the various sections of the bill 

Section 1, as you of course know, proposes that paragraph (3) of 
section 2 (a) of the basic act, as amended, be further amended to in- 
clude terminal buildings with those items of airport construction 
which are eligible for inclusion in Federal-aid airport projects. 

Now, we recognize that there is much that could be said for and 


against this proposal. It was stated here this morning, and it can be 
argued with considerable logic that revenue-producing facilities should 
not be constructed with public funds, and that terminal buildings, 
due to the fact that space occupied by businesses and concessionaires 
of all types, in addition to aviation activities, are revenue producing 
and at the larger airports normally produce a rental income comparable 
to similar space in the business sections of local communities. 


But, on the other hand, consideration must be given to the fact 
that only at the larger and busier airports is it possible to obtain in- 
come Of any signiticance from rentals and concessions At the smaller 
airports, including some served by scheduled air lines, the terminal or 
administration buildings are provided almost exclusively for the bene- 
fit of the traveling public in the way of shelter, waiting rooms, rest- 
rooms, et cetera. 

One major factor which must be considered in determining whether 
public funds should expended for the construction of terminal or 
administration buildings is that at many airports the Federal Gov- 
ernment occupies office and storage space, often of sizable proportions, 
paving little or no rental for the space utilized. These Federal 
agencies include the Civil Aeronautics Administration, Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, United States Weather Bureau, Post Office Depart- 
ment, and at international airports of entry, Customs, Immigration, 
and Health 

Unless these Federal agencies are to immediately begin paying a 
rental comparable to that paid by other users of the terminal build- 
ings, adoption of this section of the bill at the present time would 
appear to be untimely. This is an example of why I stated at the 
beginning that NASAO was opposed to adoption of this bill. 

If the committee and Congress decides that some limitation or 
restriction should be placed on the expenditure of public funds for 
terminal buildings in order to restrain the possible construction of 
buildings larger or more elaborate than may be required, it is suggested 
that consideration be given to placing a limitation upon the amount of 
Federal funds that could be expended on any one building during a 
given period. 

Now, section 6 (a) of the basic act provides that 
as soon as possible after any appropriation is made under section 5 (b), 75 per 
centum of the amount thereof available for grants for projects in the several 
States shall be apportioned by the Administrator among the several States. * * * 

Section 2 of H. R. 9325 would amend this section by reducing the 
amount apportioned to the several States from 75 to 50 percent. 

NASAO is definitely opposed to this section of the bill. We think 
it would be a step backward rather than forward, and that the dis- 
cretionary fund available to the Secretary of Commerce and the 
Administrator should be eliminated in the near future, rather than 
increased. 
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The States and local communities are joint partners with the 
Federal Government in the program of providing an adequate national 
system of airports as envisioned by the act; in fact, they are the 
senior partners when the amount of funds contributed are considered, 
for the States and communities have contributed a much larger share 
of the funds for carrying out the program than has the Federal 
Government. 

It normally takes from 1 to 2 years for States, countries, and 


municipalities to arrange lor the financing of major construction 
projects, in addition to the time required for the preparation of ft al 
plans and subsequent construction. Consequently, the overall timelag 
between initiatio! of the first effort and the ac ial con ple tion ol the 
project normally ranges from 2 to 4 years It is, therefore, extremely 
in portant al d, in fact, essel tial that the States and their pol ical 
subdivisions be able to plan their fiscal programs whi h i olve 
airport development with vreater assurance thea has been pos ble 


in the past that the Federal Government! will meet its share of the 
project costs. 

Today we find communities some of vhich have re ached 
bonded limitation, and which have urgent need for schools, water 
sewer, and other utilities, and yet find themselves paying interest 
on bonds for airport development which they cannot utilize, due to 
the fact that the Federal Government has failed to carry out its 
promise of anticipated obligations. 

It is the unanimous opinion of State aviation officials that appro- 
priations under the Federal Airport Act should be authorized and 
appropriated on a biennial basis as they are under the Federal Highway 
Act, or that 


The Administrator of Civil Aeronaucies (Secretary of Commerce) be directed 
to submit to the Congress, as part of the annual budget request of the CAA, a 
request for sufl cient funds to liquidate the Federal share of grant agreements 
executed during the then current fiscal year. 


Under the latter proposal, the Federal Government and the indi- 
vidual States or local sponsors could enter into firm and binding 
grant agreements or contracts during the year preceding the initiation 
of construction and the expenditure of funds. Such an arrangement 
would obligate the Congress to annually appropriate the necessary 
funds, within specific limitations, to meet the Federal share of such 
erant agreements, and on the otber hand, it would place the States 
and their political subdivisions, the other partners in the joint 
endeavor, in a position to proceed with plans, engineering surveys, 
et cetera, which are often costly, and the completion of their fiscal 
arrangements, with definite assurance that these major efforts and 
expenses would not be in vain. 

Now. the statistics that were supplied this morning by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce representatives I have not had time to study very 
carefully, but I note that they stressed considerably the unobligated 
funds that remain from year to year, the State-apportioned funds, 
that is. And according to the statistics they supplied this morning, 
in 1949 a little over $10 million remained unobligated at the end of 
the year; it dropped to 9 million-plus in 1950, 2 million-plus in 1951, 
and $821,000 or less than a million dollars in 1952, which would 
indicate that the States and the municipalities were beginning to 
make their plans and arrangements to obtain their finances, sufficient 
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finances to match Federal funds, in better shape each year, so that 
there is no real justification, even insofar as these statistics supplied 
this morning are concerned, I believe, that would indicate any need 
for change in that portion of the law. 

Now, I have included in my statement a rather lengthy comparison 
of the Federal highway program to the airport program. As I have 
previously indicated we believe that the Federal-aid airport program 
could be administered much more efficiently, and better projects 
would be obtained, and more work done more efficiently and more 
economically, if the States, as Mr. Hamilton, of the American 
Municipal Association, suggested this morning, could have available 
over a period of 2 years, 3 years, or 4 years, as the Federal 
highway funds are now available to the States, an opportunity to 
raise their share of the funds and prepare plans for their projects. 

Many administrative procedures followed in the administration of 
the Federal-aid highway program, together with the allocation “and 
distribution of Federal funds could be advantageously followed 
in administering the Federal-aid airport program. 

Under the Federal Aid Road Act 
any sums apportioned to any State under the provision of this section shall be 
available for expenditure in that State for two years after the close of the fiscal 
year for which sums are authorized. 

In other words, as I understand the program, States now have 
approximately 3 years and 2 months in which to plan for and obligate 
fiscal 1956 funds, and 4 years and 2 months for 1957 funds. 

In authorizing and appropriating funds for the Federal highway 
program, Congress has, by statute, declared its intent by specifically 
earmarking funds for both primary and secondary systems, and for 
rural and urban areas. 

The fiscal 1956-57 Federal highway program approved by the 
Congress includes 438,000 miles of secondary roads, compared to 
218,000 miles of primary roads: 16,150 miles of urban roads and 
streets within city limits are also included. (There are 3% million 
miles of highways in the United States.) 

This method of including all types of highways and roads in a 
Federal-aid program assures the development of a truly national 
system of highways and should serve as an example of how federal aid 
should be allocated in order to develop a truly national system of 
airports, rather than the extremely restricted criteria now proposed 
by the Secretary of Commerce. 

In addition to the inclusion of primary, secondary, and urban 
roads in the Federal-aid highway program, there is also included 
roads and trails in forests and national parks, parkways, Indian 
reservation roads and bridges. 

In other words, Federal aid to highways is not limited to those 
roads traveled primarily by vehicles engaged in interstate operations 
or lengthy cross-cross trip. 

In considering the provisions of H. R. 9325, cognizance should be 
taken of the fact that a very small percentage of the funds appropriated 
to implement the Federal Airport Act have been expended on small 
airports. Although there are approximately 5,000 small airports in 
the United States, only about one in every ten have been included in 
the Federal-aid airport program, Recent CAA records indicate that 
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only 7% percent of the total funds appropriated have been expended 
on airports with runways less than 3,500 feet in length. Following is 
a table indicating the number of airports by classes that have been 
developed or improved with Federal aid under the airport program, 
and the approximate amount of funds expended on the various classes 
by groups. 


Class Leneth Number Federa 
unway rports und 
Fee 
l 0 499 34 &3, 660. 461 
2 2, SOO 499 4 > Ole 
Total 5 49] 14, 383. 377 
3 AOO-~4, 499 sO8 26, 688, 262 
4 4. AW)-5, 499 D1¢ 11.80 340) 
9 5. ACOH, 499 vt RRT 45 
6 6, 500-7, 499 5 73, 508, 704 
Total t 177. 881. 051 
Seaplane bases 
Grand total 181 192, 414 


percent 
2 100 perce! t 


Putting it another way, according to CAA records, only 13 percent 
of the Federal-aid funds have been re on airports in the con- 
tinental United States not regularly used by scheduled air carriers 
Following is a table showing the nano of airports and amounts of 
funds fam dr dh to serve these two classes of users 





General aviation 652 $24, 059, 134 13 
Scheduled air carrier 492 43 162, 581, 976 87 


We don’t understand why so much emphasis bas been placed on the 
criteria or the need for concentratiug the expenditures on the large air- 
ports, primarily the scheduled air carrier airports, when under the 
present. procedure and policy only 7% percent of the funds appropri- 
ated have been spent on the - all or general aviation airports anywey. 

Section 3 of the bill, H. R. 9325, includes two changes in the present 
language of section 9 (d) of the act, both of which we believe to be 
unnecessary and subject to various interpretations. The new wording 
is as follows (matter to be deleted in brackets, new matter in italic): 

All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the [Administrator] 
Secretary of Commerce which approval shall be given only if, at the time of approval, 
funds are available for payment of United States share of allowable project costs, 
and only if he is satisfied that the project will contribute to the accomplishment of 
the purpose of this Act and 7s of oe national importance to warrant financial 
participation by the United States * * 


Under Reorganization Plan No. 13, effective May 24, 1950, the 
functions of all officers of the Department of Commerce, with few 
exceptions, and all functions of agencies and employees of such Depart- 
ment, including the Civil Aeronautics Administration and the Admin- 
istrator, were transferred to the Secretary of Commerce. Therefore, 
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it appears unnecessary to single out one activity of the CAA, such as 
the approval of individual Federal-aid airport projects, and again 
delegate this authority to the Secretary of Commerce, which, in effect 
he already has under the reorganization plan. 

Now. as the chairman statd this morning, in adopting the Federal 
Airport Act, Congress clearly outlined in sections 3 (a) and 4, the plan 
and program it expected to be followed and the factors that were to 
be considered in determining what airports should be included in the 
program. 

Under section 3 (a) of the Federal Airport Act, the Administrator 
of Civil Aeronautics is authorized and directed to prepare and revise 
annually a plan for the development of public airports in the United 
States. including the Territories, and in formulating and revising such 
plan, the Administrator is directed to take into account the needs of 
air commerce and private flying, the probable technological develop- 
ments in the science of aeronautics, the probable growth of civil 
aeronautics, and such other considerations as he might deem appropri- 
ate: and that to the extent feasible, he should consult and give con- 
sideration to the views and recommendations of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, the States and Territories, and their political subdivisions. 

We believe that this language contained in the basic act is clear, 
that the procedure recommended is reasonable, and that if followed 
intelligently would provide the United States and its possessions with 
a national system of airports adequate to serve not only air commerce, 
but the growing aeronautical needs of industrial and agricultural avia- 
tion, the postal service, and the national defense as well. 

Now, there was discussed this morning the criteria which the De- 
partment of Commerce proposes to follow if this legislation is adopted 
in selecting projects to be included in the Federal-aid airport program. 
We are unable to visualize how you would provide the heliports that 
we are certain will be required in Jarger and larger numbers as the 
rotary wing aircraft are used for scheduled and nonscheduled and 
industrial operations. They can be most effectively and efficiently 
used for the type of service they are capable of performing, and the 
greatest benefit can normally be derived from helicopters, if the heli- 
ports are located at places here there are now no heliports or airports; 
which means a whole new class of ports for air vehicles. 

We are unable to visualize how you would develop under the pro- 
posed criteria a new port. 

There are many medium sized cities that do not yet receive sched- 
uled airline service. However, the CAB, from time to time, certifi- 
cates additional stops. 

We are not certain how these cities when scheduled to receive air- 
line service are to provide the necessary airports. I think everyone 
interested in the Federal aid airport program and those responsible 
for its administration should bear in mind the fact that it requires 
the same size airport to serve a given airplane at a small town or com- 
munity as it does in a large city. And it would seem unreasonable for 
the Federal Government to assist in building airports in a large city 
and not in a small one. 

You should also keep in mind the fact that the trunkline airplane of 
today is the feeder line airplane of tomorrow, and as the larger air- 
planes are transferred from the trunks to the feeder lines that serve 
the smaller cities, the airports will have to be in many cases expanded 
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and improved to accommodate the larger planes. So there is a con- 
tinual process of airport evolution in both the small communities and 
the large, and we do not believe in limiting Federal aid to the larger 
type airports. 

Any criteria or policy which would limit civil airport development 
to those for aircraft engaged primarily in air commerce or national 
defense activities would, we feel, be a very shortsighted approach to 
the development of airpower and the Nation’s economy. 

I have included other information, regarding private flying and the 
use of the airplane in agriculture, but the various members of the 
committee and you, Mr. Chairman, have already covered what I had 
to say on these subjects so much more effectively that I will just 
submit what I have prepared for the record. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Thank you, Colonel McMullen. 

Are there any questions? 

lf not, we appreciate very much indeed your testimony, and we 
appreciate your presence here today. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT By A. B. McMuLLEN, ExecutTIvE SECRETARY, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. Chairman and members, my name is A. B. McMullen. I am the executive 
secretary of the National Association of State Aviation Officials, whose member- 
ship consists of the 45 States and Territories having official agencies or commis- 
sions specifically charged with the development, promotion, and regulation of 
aviation within their respective States and Territories. 

The opportunity to express the views and recommendations of the association 
with respect to H. R. 9325 is sincerely appreciated. 

The members of NASAO, individually and as an association, took a major part 
in sponsoring and promoting the adoption of the Federal Airport Act in 1946, and 
they have been closely associated with the administration and execution of the 
program authorized by this act since its adoption, 

In addition to the interest any State aviation agency would normally have 
in a national or statewide airport program, 30 States have adopted legislation 
requiring State approval of projects, and 21 States have adopted legislation requir- 
ing that the Federal aid airport funds be chenneled through State aviation agen- 
cies. This, I believe, is rather conclusive evidence of the States’ interest in the 
program. 

The statements made herein are based on experience gained through a close 
working relationship with the Federal agencies responsible for administration of 
the Federal Airport Act and the program, and with full knowledge of the mistakes 
that have been made and benefits that have accrued. 

NASAO is fully cognizant of the need for revision and modernization of the 
Federal Airport Act. A special committee of the association has spent almost 
2 years preparing a recommended revision; however, NASAO strongly recom- 
mends that ‘piecemeal’? amendments, such as proposed by H. R. 9325, not be 
adopted at this time 

With respect to the individual sections of H. R. 9325, we have the following 
comments to make. 

Section 1 of the bill proposes that paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) of the basic act, 
as amended, be further amended to include terminal buildings with those items of 
airport construction which are ineligible for inclusion in Federal aid airport 
projects. 

There is much that could be said for and against this proposal. It can be argued 
with considerable logic that revenue-producing facilities should not be con- 
structed with public funds, and that terminal buildings, due to the fact that space 
occupied by businesses and concessionaires of all types, in addition to aviation 
activities, are revenue producing and at the larger airports normally produce a 
rental income comparable to similar space in the business sections of local com- 
munities. 

On the other hand, consideration must be given the fact that only at the larger 
and busier airports is it possible to obtain income of any significance from rentals 
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and coneessions. At the smaller airports, including some served by scheduled 
airlines, the terminal or administration buildings are provided almost exclusively 
for the benefit of the traveling public in the way of shelter, waiting rooms, rest- 
rooms, etc. 

One major factor which must be considered in determining whether public funds 
should be expended for the construction of terminal or administration buildings is 
that at many airports the Federal Government occupies office and storage space, 
often of sizable proportion, paying little or no rental for the space utilized. These 
Federal agencies includé the Civil Aeronautics Administration, Civil Aeronautics 
Board, United States Weather Bureau; Post Office Department; and at inter- 
national airports of entry, Customs, Immigration, and Health. 

Unless these Federal agencies are to immediately begin paying a rental com- 
parable to that paid by other users of the terminal buildings, adoption of this 
section of the bill at the present time would appear to be untimely. This is an 
example of why I stated at the beginning that NASAO was opposed to adoption 
of this bill 

f the committees and Congress decide that some limitation or restriction should 
be placed on the expenditure of public funds for terminal buildings in order to 
restrain the possible construction of buildings larger or more elaborate than may 
he required, it is suggested that consideration be given to placing a limitation 
upon the amount of Federal funds that could be expended on any one building 
during a given period 

Section 6 (a) of the basic act provides that ‘“‘as soon as possible after any appro- 
priation is made under section 5 (b), 75 per centum of the amount thereof available 
for grants for projects in the several States shall be apportioned by the Adminis- 
trator among the several States * * *’. Section 2 of H. R. 9325 would amend 
this section by reducing the amount apportioned to the several States from 75 to 
oU per centum 

NASAO is definitely opposed to this section of the bill We think it would be 
a step backward rather than forward, and that the discretionary fund available 
to the Secretary of Commerce and the Administrator should be eliminated in the 
near future, rather than increased 

The States and local communities are joint partners with the Federal Govern- 
ment in the program of providing an adequate national system of airports as 
envisioned by the act; in f they are the senior partners when the amount of 
funds contributed are considered, for the States and communities have contributed 
a much larger share of the funds for carrying out the program than has the Federal 
Crovernment 

It normally takes from 1 to 2 years for States, counties, and municipalities to 
arrange for the financing of major construction projects, in addition to the time 
required for the preparation of final plans and subsequent construction. Conse- 
quently, the overall time lag between initiation of the first effort and the actual 
completion of the project normally ranges from 2 to 4 years. It is, therefore, 
extremely important, and, in fact essential, that the States and their political sub- 
divisions be able to plan their fiscal programs which involve airport development 
with greater assurance than has been possible in the past that the Federal Govern- 
ment will meet its share of the project costs. 

Today we find communities, some of which have reached their bonded limita- 
tion, and which have urgent need for schools, water, sewer, and other utilities, 
and yet find themselves paying interest on bonds for airport development which 
they cannot utilize, due to the fact that the Federal Government has failed to 
carry out its promise or anticipated obligations 

It is the unanimous opinion of State aviation officials that appropriations under 
the Federal Airport Act should be authorized and appropriated on a biennial basis 
as they are under the Federal Highway Act, or that 

‘The Administrator of Civil Aeronauties (Secretary of Commerce) be directed 
to submit to the Congress, as part of the annual budget request of the CAA, : 
request for sufficient funds to liquidate the Federal share of grant agreements 
executed during the then current fiscal year.” 

Under the latter proposal, the Federal Government and the individual States 
or local sponsors could enter into firm and binding grant agreements or contracts 
during the year preceding the initiation of construction and the expenditure of 
funds. Such an arrangement would obligate the Congress to annually appro- 
priate the necessary funds, within specific limitations, to meet the Federal share 
of such grant agreements, and on the other hand, it would place the States and 
their political subdivisions, the other partners in the joint endeavor, in a position 
to proceed with plans, engineering surveys, etc., which are often costly, and the 
completion of their fiscal arrangements, with definite assurance that these major 
efforts and expenses would not be in vain. 
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Many administrative procedures followed in the adm 
aid highway program, together with the allocation and distrit 
funds could be advantageously followed in administer the Feder: 








UV 41 AlG Aalrpor 
program 

Under the Federal Aid Road Act ‘“‘any sums apportioned to any State undé 
the provision of this section shall be availablk tor expe liture in that State for 2 
years after the close of the fiscal year for which su u are auth ed 
other words, States now have 3 vears and 2 ont! w hile to plan for and « 
ligate fiscal 1956 funds, and 4 years and 2 mths fe IG Is 

In authorizir and appropriatit funds fo e Federa hwayv progra 
Congress us, DY statut declared its intent b ecihncally earmarking is | 
both primary and secondary stems, and for rural and urban areas 

The fiscal 1956-57 Federal highway program approved by the ¢ re 
cludes 438,000 miles of secondary roads, compared to 218,000: mil of primal 
roads 16,5101 iles ot urba roads and treet Wit i { i Ils are Ul ( 1ci¢ i 
There are 3% million miles of highways in the United State 

This method of including all types of rhwavs and road a Fed 
gram as res the d velopment of a ti lv national svstem of highway wd 
serve as an example of how Federal aid should be allocated in order to de 
a truly national system of airports, rather than the extremely rest ted ¢1 
now proposed by the Secretary of Commerce 

In addition to the inclusion of primary, secondary and urba id 
Federal aid highway program, there is also included: roads and trails in fo 
and national parks, parkwavs, Indian reservation roads and bridge¢ 

In other words, Federal aid to highways is not limited to those roads trave 
primarily by vehicles engaged in interst 


trips. 
In considering the provisions of H. R. 9325, cognizance should be taken of the 
fact that a very small percentage of the funds appropriated to implement the 


Federal Airport Act have been expended on small airports Although there are 
approximately 5,000 small airports in the United States, only about 1 in every 10 
have been included in the Federal aid airport program Recent CAA recor 
indicate that only 7% percent of the total funds appropriated have been exper 

on airports with runways less than 3,500 feet in length Following is a table 


dicating the number of airports by classes that have been developed or improve 





with Federal aid under the airport program and the approximat« oul ot 
funds expended on the various classes by groups 
A N be Fe 
{ 
run w f 
1 i 149 $ . ‘ ; 
2 2, 500 409 9 22 
tal { 41 38 
KOO—4, 40 8 9 RR 962 
4 4, 500-5. 499 21¢ 41, 8 4() 
o 5 WH, 409 MN { 
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Total 67 RS 
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Grand total 1.18 2192. 414. 763 


| 746 percent. 
2 100 percent. 


Putting it another way, according to C A \ records. only 13 percent of the Federal 
aid funds have been expended on airports in the continental United States not 
regularly used by scheduled air carriers. Following is a table showing the number 
of airports and amounts of funds expended to serve these two classes of users 


Number 0 ‘ P Federal 
sirports F , funds 


General aviation 652 57 $24, 059, 134 13 
Scheduled air carrier 492 43 l 7 
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Section 3 of the bill (H. R. 9325) includes two changes in the present language 
of section 9 (d) of the act, both of which we believe to be unnecessary and sub- 
ject to various interpretations. The new wording is as follows (matter to be 
deleted in brackets, new matter in italic): ‘All such projects shall be subject to 
the approval of the [Administrator] (Secretary of Commerce) which approval 
shall be given only if, at the time of approval, funds are available for payment 
of United States share of allowable project costs, and only if he is satisfied that 
the project will contribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of this Act 
and is of sufficient national importance to warrant financial participation by the 
United States. _ 

Under Reorganization Plan No. 13, effective May 24, 1950, the functions of 
all officers of the Department of Commerce, with few exceptions, and all func- 
tions of agencies and employees of such Department, including the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration and the Administrator, were transferred to the Secretary 
of Commerce. Therefore, it appears unnecessary to single out one activity of 
the CAA, such as the approval of individual Federel Aid Airport projects, and 
again delegate this authority to the Secretary of Commerce, which, in effect, he 
already has under the reorganization plan 


In adopting the Federal Airport Act, Cong 





gress clearly outlined in sections 3 
a) and 4, the plan and program it expected to be followed and the factors that 
were to be considered in determining what airports should be included in the 
program. 

Under section 3 (a) of the Federal Airport Act, the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics is authorized and directed to prepare and revise annually a plan for 
the development of public airports in the United States, including the Territories, 
and in formulating and revising such plan, the Administrator is directed to take 
into account the needs of air commerce and private flying, the probable tech- 
nological developments in the science and aeronautics, the probable growth of 
civil aeronautics, and such other considerations as he might deem appropriate; 
and that to the extent feasible he should consult and give consideration to the 
views and recommendations of the Civil Aeronautics Board, the States and 
Territories, and their political subdivisions. 

We believe that this language contained in the basic act is clear, that the 
procedure recommended is reasonable, and that if followed intelligently would 
provide the United States and its possessions with a national system of airports 
adequate to serve not only air commerce, but the growing aeronautical needs of 
industrial and agricultural aviation, the postal service, and the n_..ional defense 
as well, 

We aie advised that if H. R. 9325 is adopted, the Department of Commerce, 
in determining what airports or projects are of ‘‘sufficient national importance 
to warrant financial participation by the United States,’’ intends to utilize a 
criteria based, at least primarily, on the number of enplaned passengers and/or 
the number of aircraft based on the airport; the number of both passengers and 
aircraft to meet the criteria is substantial. If this is true, how are we going to 
provide, for exam the hundreds of new heliports which will be required in 
the convertiplane and rotary wing aircraft age into which we are just entering. 
These ports do not exist in any form at the present time; therefore, no aircraft 
are based on them and no passengers are yet enplaned, nor will they be until 
the ports are ce velop d. 

The trend toward decentralization of industry and business to reduce the 
possible disastrous effect on this country’s production potential by an enemy 
bombing attack, and the relocation of factories and plants to take advantage 
of favorable labor, climate, and/or sources of supply, is well known. Many 
reports have recently reached NASAO headquarters of cases where small cities 
have failed to obtain new industries in their communities, involving substantial 
payrolls and other benefits, because there did not exist locally a satisfactory 
airport. How will these communities fare under the criteria proposed by the 
se cretary of Commerce 

Military occupation and use of civil airports has created a serious problem in 
many large and middle size cities where, as a result of military use, general avia- 
tion, such as business, agricultural, and industrial flying, has been severely re- 
stricted or banned from using the airport, with the result that local business has 
often been seriously and adversely affected. 

An example of this type is Air Force use of Grenier Field, Manchester, N. H., 
where the chamber of commerce, in cooperation with the State aeronautics com- 
mission, is now actively engaged in a program to obtain for the city another 

] 
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e nonscheduled air transportation services and 
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facilities required by the growing electronics industry in that city The executive 
secretary of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce recently stated rhe 
chamber’s aviation committee has been studying the complete lack of civil airport 
facilities in Manchester, the largest city in the State. Many of Manchester’s 
existing industries as well as.a number of our industrial prospects are deeply 
concerned about this problem. In fact, many consider the use of nonscheduled 
aircraft vital to their continued growth and prosperity as well as location 
(Scheduled airline aircraft are permitted joint use with the Air Force of Grenier 
Fie ld. } 

Will the development of a second airport at Manchester for nonscheduled civ 
aviation be in the national interest? 

There are more than 10,000 corporation and business aircraft being utilized in 
this country, with another 7,500 being used part time for business and part time 
for recreation or pleasure travel. Business aircraft are normally purchased 
because the scheduled airlines cannot meet the specifie needs of the purchasers 
due to the fact that scheduled airlines serve a relatively small number of the county 





seat and medium size cities 
Any criteria or policy which would limit civil airport di aa ut to those for 
aircraft engaged primarily in air commerce or national defer se activities would 


we feel be a very shortsighted approach to the development of airpower and 
Nation’s economy. 
In the farm-to-market and seconds ary highway development programs, Congr« 


has recognized the needs of the farmer and the small-business man. The rpial 
is now cecethhun’ cise of th pe cigeciegnahars: shes wy ¢ imple nts, Che | ae 

of fruit, grain, corn, vegetables, and rice is certainly in the national interest. 
Therefore, airports for the farmer and businessmen should be as much in the 
national interest as are the large city airports, but will they be if determination is 


left exclusively to the Department of Commerce under a criteria which is 
to change from year to vear or month to month 
For these reasons, it is respectfully recommended that the adoption of H. R 
9325 not be favorably considered by your committe 
Thank you. 
Mr. Hinsnaw. Mr. J. D. Durand, assistant general counsel of the 
Transport Association, will speak to H. R. 9325. 


STATEMENT OF J. D. DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT 
GENERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Duranp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a very brief 
written statement. It is five pages, double spaced, which I should 
like to read, with your permission, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. All right. I might say that in case you wish to 
highlight it, we will include the statement in full. Because we have 
another bill to handle this afternoon, and if there is anything repetitive 
in it, you can leave it out. 

Mr. Duranp. Thank you, sir. 

My name is J. D. Durand. I am secretary and assistant general 
counsel of the Air Transport Association of America, which is com- 
posed of substantially all of the scheduled United States-flag airlines. 

Since the airlines are the principal tenants of airports, we are deeply 
interested in the Federal-aid airport program saaiieien by the 
Federal Airport Act. We agree comple tely with the conclusions of 
the airport panel of the Transportation Council of the Department of 
Commerce that: 

1. The number and tunctional adequacy of present civil airport facilities 
do not meet the present and future needs of civil aviation consistent with the 
requirements of the national interest and security 

2. The Federal Government should participate financially with State and local 
governments in the construction and development of civil airports to the extent 
that these airports serve the national interest 
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As the members of the committee may know, the airport panel was 
composed of representatives of all segments of civil aviation, including 
airport operators, State aviation officials, airline representatives, and 
representatives of general aviation. Moreover, its findings were 
approved in principle by a majority of the Transportation Council, 
which is composed of representatives of all forms of transportation. 
We feel, therefore, that those findings are worthy of serious considera- 
tion. 

We support H. R. 9325 because we believe that the amendments 
which it proposes will, as Acting Secretary of Commerce Williams 
stated in his letter of June 17, 1954, to the chairman of this committee, 
proy ide a more effective basis for administering the airport program, 
and will assure the maximum national benefit from any Federal funds 
expended thereunder. 

H. R. 9325 would make three changes of substance in the Federal 
Airport Act. I would like to comment briefly on each of these pro- 
posed changes: 

Disqualification of airport terminal buildings for Federal aid. 

H. R. 9325 would modify section 2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act 
to exclude terminal buildings from Federal aid, as hangars are now 
excluded. This exclusion is based on the view that terminal buildings 
are revenue-producing facilities, and that local communities should, 
therefore, be expected to finance their development. Actually, of 
course, the landing area itself produces revenue. However, the dis- 
tinction is that the terminal building can be designed and constructed to 
suit the anticipated traffic at the field; and, if properly designed and con- 
structed, can be made to become self-amortizing. Safety and opera- 
tional requirements do not permit the same flexibility in the case of 
the landing area 

As Mr. Williams pointed out in his letter of June 17, 1954, exclusion 
of terminal buildings from Federal aid is in accord with a recommenda- 
tion of the Airport Panel. However, it should be noted that the panel 
also concluded as follows on this point: 

However, as 2 corollary, all Federal agencies should pay for all their space 
requirements, including cost of construction and maintenance, on a self-liquidating 
basis. 

This morning Congressman Bennett, in his testimony, also endorsed 
that corollary. 

We agree with that finding. We believe that Federal agencies such 
as the Post Office Department, the Bureau of Customs, the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Weather Bureau, for example, should pay for the space which 
they occupy in the terminal building. As a matter of fact, Congress 
has recognized the validity of this point of view, at least, insofar as 
the Post Office Department is concerned. In Public Law 819, ap- 
proved June 29, 1948, the Postmaster General was authorized to use 
a portion of the moneys appropriated for the airmail service to lease 
quarters at public airports for the handling and distribution of airmail. 
Prior to that time the facilities had been furnished by the airlines at 
their expense. 

We, therefore, recommend that, as a corollary to section 1 of the 
bill, paragraph (5) of section 11 of the Federal Airport Act be amended 
to make it clear that the obligation of the airport operator to furnish 
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free space in the terminal building to the Federal Government is 
limited to such space as is needed for the functions of the airport 
control tower; and that the Federal Government will, as any other 
tenant, pay for any other space that it oce upies in the termins al build- 
ing. Such an amendment would not affect, in any way, the right of 
military and naval aircraft to use the landing area without charge 

In the hearings on S. 3410, the Senate companion bill to H. R. 9325 
concern was expressed that the disqualification of terminal buildings 
for Federal aid might fall particularly hard on small communities and, 
thus, on the local-service airlines. We do not think that this will 
happen. If the airport authority, in consultation with the airline 
tenants, constructs a purely functional type of building, if all frills 
are eliminated, and only necessities are provided for, and if the Federal 
Government pays on a self-liquidating basis for the space which 
occupies, we do not believe that the airline tenants on the field would 
have to pay unreasonable rentals for the space which they occupy in 
the building, 

Increase in discretionary fund from 25 to 50 percent: Section 2 of 
the bill would increase ve 25 to 50 percent the percentage amounts 
of appropriations made by Congress which can be granted by the 
Secretary of Commerce for airport development, without regard to 
the population-area apportionment formula now provided in the act 
In his letter of June-.17, 1954, Acting Secretary Williams stated 
follows, regarding this amendment: 

The fact is that the apportionment formula * * * has not had a very close 
relationship to the geographical distribution of public airport-development needs 


It is doubtful whether any rigid formule could provide on a continuing 
basis a distribution of funds that nee be closely related to the pattern of most 


urgent needs. * * * If the Federal Government is to be in a position to relat 
its expenditures to the changing geographic pattern of high-priority projects, it 
needs the increased flexibility that would be provided by 2.50 percent discretionary 
fund. 


We believe that Secretary Williams’ reasoning is sound. Moreover, 
the comparatively small amounts of funds which have been appro- 
priated each year under the Federal Airport Act underscore the need 
for increased flexibility in the distribution of funds. In fiseal 1953 
only $11,750,000 was appropriated for projects in the United States 
and Territories. (I understand that today there are more than $12 
million of local sponsors’ funds available in Ohio alone.) The largest 
amount ever appropriated by Congress was $42,750,000 in fiscal 1947. 

The proposed percentage increase in the discretionary fund would 
aid the Secretary of Commerce in concentrating Federal expenditures 
on high-priority projects. 

Limitation of Federal grants-in-aid to airports of 
sufficient national importance to warrant financial participation by the United 
States. 

Experience under the Federal Airport Act has shown that there will 
never be enough Federal funds to go around. Thus, the Federal 
Government, by some objective, selective, process, must pick out 
those airports which have a sufficient degree of national importance to 
warrant Federal financial aid. The report of the Airport Panel, 
referred to above, recognized this problem and concluded that Federal 
aid should be limited to those airports which serve the national 
interest. In other words, Federal participation should be confined to 
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projects which have national, rather than a purely local, importance. 
We subscribe to this view. As we understand section 3 of the bill, it 
also is based on that concept. 

According to Secretary Williams’ letter, it is contemplated that this 
section would be implemented by the establishment of criteria by 
which airports qualified to receive Federal aid would be selected. 
The letter mentions criteria of 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, or 
21) based aircraft or a combination of those two. It states also that 
these criteria would be adjusted from time to time, based on experience 
and changing circumstances and that 
there will inevitably be special situetions which will have to be considered on a 
case by case besis, and which should properly be included in the program even 
though they do not meet these precise criteria. 

The testimony of the Commerce Department on 5. 3410 indicated 
that of the approximately 560 cities served by the airlines, 425 would 
be eligible for Federal aid on the basis of the 3,000 passengers—30 
based aircraft test, without regard to any special situations which 
might exist. We believe that a very strong argument can be made 
that any airport which receives scheduled airline service is a part of 
the national system of airports and thus is of sufficient national 
importance to qualify for Federal aid. Actually, it is likely that the 
smaller cities on the network of scheduled airline service will be more 
‘n need of Federal aid than the cities of great size. 

We support section 3 of the bill. However, we believe the criteria 
proposed by the Department of Commerce should be revised slightly 
to include all airports where there is scheduled airline service. 

And I think that service perhaps is a little misleading. 

I intended to include, and _ there should be included, all airports 
where there is scheduled airline service and all airports into which 
the CAB is certificating a carrier to serve. It should take care of 
additional cities as they are certificated, as well as those presently 
certificated by the CAB. 

In other words, it should be a program which would permit growth, 
and not freeze Federal aid in the case of those cities where there are 
now airports existing 

In conclusion, I should like to emphasize the importance which we 
attach to the reactivation of the Federal-aid airport program. We 
believe that H. R. 9325 will assure the maximum national benefit 
from funds expended under the program, and we therefore recommend 
its approval by the committee. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Thank you very much, Mr. Durand. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Hesevron. Mr. Durand, on that point about Federal agencies 
paying for their space requirements, including maintenance, I think 
I can follow that as to the Post Office Department and possibly Cus- 
toms, Immigration and Naturalization Service, and even Agriculture. 
But with reference to the Weather Bureau, it seems to me that as 
far as 1 know, the location of a Weather Bureau office at an airport is 
primarily and perhaps exclusively for the benefit of the airlines and 
not for the benefit of the public, as such; and private operators. Is 
that not right? 

Mr. Duranp. Well, it is partly, Mr. Heselton. And I think I 
should clarify this point. To the extent that the Weather Bureau is 
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there for the purpose of assisting the airport control tower in the 
landings and takeoffs of aircraft, in the control of aircraft when they 
are in the airport vicinity, the space should be free. But we have 
cases—I can think of Milwaukee—where there is a brand new airport 
And the Weather Bureau has moved all of its facilities to the airport 
There is no downtown Weather Bureau office any more at all. And, 
of course, it is that office that feeds the weather news to the radio 
people and the television people and the farmers and the general 
population. ‘To that extent, I don’t think it is fair to ask the airport 
operators to give them free space. 

Mr. Heseviron. In other words, the siti lations vary, and probably 
they should use a certain amount of flexibility if this sort of a program 
is contemplated. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hesevron. As to the support you give, on the question of 
self-liquidating projects, does that extend, in your mind, in the 
foreseeable future, to the airlines themselves, as far as the use of a 
landing area is concerned? 

Do you feel that we should not look to the time when the airlines 
pay for the services they receive at airports? 

Mr. Duranp. Well, hangars that municipalities have built on 
airports and are being rented to airlines generally speaking now are 
on. a self-amortizing basis. 

Mr. Hesevron. Yes. I am referring more to the use of the landing 
area, navigational aids, and things like that. 

Mr. Duranp. The next step should be the terminal building, 
and we think if it is properly constructed and designed and costs 
are kept down and it is not a monument to civic pride, it can be made 
self-amortizing. 

I think the next step, then, is the landing area, and that is a little 
harder. Because as I said in my testimony, the CAA says how long 
the runways have to be, where there is only 1 landing a day or there 
are 500 landings a day. And I should think it would be some time 
before the fees collected for the use of that landing area could amortize 
the cost of it. 

Mr. Hesetron. Is it not true that on some airports there is a 
system of landing fees? 

Mr. Duranp. As far as I know, sir, there is a system of landing 
fees on every airport. 

Mr. Hesevton. But they are not sufficient to take care of the 
operating costs and the depreciation? 

Mr. Duranp. I would say that the landing fees alone would not be. 
That is right. But take Washington National Airport. I happen 
to know a little bit about that, because it is going to be considered 
later on in the day. 

The Federal Government there takes in in gross revenues both from 
the carriers and the concessionaires approximately $400,000 a year 
more than is appropriated by Congress for the operation of the field. 
Now, that does not cover full amortization of the cost of the airport, 
but it shows that fees are being collected there. And I think the 
airlines pay somewhere in the neighborhood of eight or nine hundred 
thousand dollars a yea And progress is certainly being made 
toward collecting ret caabie amounts of money for the use of the 
landing area. 
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Mr. Hesetron. Thank you. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Mr. Durand, you have been asked some questions 
concerning various agencies of the Government which should pay 
rent. It was my understanding and memory that this was made a 
discretionary matter in the original consideration of the bill, as to 
whether or not a contribution could be made toward airport terminal 
construction, in consideration of the offering of the facilities at the 
airport for free to the various Government agencies. It was intended 
to be somewhat of a balance-out in the long run. And, of course, 
if the Government is to now pay rent on facilities which they have 
already made contributions toward, it would be a very great contribu- 
tion to the municipality, an additional contribution. Is that not true? 

Mr. Duranp. If I understand your question, Mr. Hinshaw, it is 
Should any change in the act be prospective only? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. It cannot be made retroactive. In other words, 
the Government has made the contribution toward the construction 
of a number of terminal buildings. That contribution has already 
been made. Why should the Government pay rent for facilities in 
that building on which it has already made a contribution for 
construction? 

Mr. Duranp. I think that is a good point, sir, and I think that if 
the Government is now going to change its policy and not make any 
funds available for assistance for terminal building construction, then 
the change in policy with respect to charging the Federal Government 
should be prospective only. It should be from here on in. 

I did not intend to suggest that at X city, where the Federal Govern- 
ment put up 3 percent of the money for the terminal building, that 
city should now start to charge rent for the Federal Government 
agencies. I contemplate this as a prospective arrangement. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. | think that is only fair; that is, fair if we pass 
the legislation. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HinsHaw. Because we have already made quite sizable con- 
tributions to several terminal constructions. 

As far as the Weather Bureau is concerned, in most of these places 
I believe the Weather Bureau was installed and in business and in 
downtown locations long before the airport was ever built. 

Mr. Duranp. That is correct. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. And the Weather Bureau has found much cheaper 
quarters, as a rule, in airport terminal buildings because of there 
being no ground rent or ground rental allowance in the fees that 
might be paid for extra space at such airports. It is a consideration 
that would have to be very carefully weighed, because the Weather 
Bureau was in business long before aviation became a popular mode 
of travel. 

[ think that concludes it. 

Are there any other questions? 

That concludes the hearings on H. R. 9325, except that possibly 
Mr. Lee might offer some statement as to the policy in that respect 
that we have just discussed. 


’ 
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STATEMENT OF F. B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL AERO- 
NAUTICS, WASHINGTON, D. C, 


Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, my name is Frederick B. Lee, Adminis- 
trator of Civil Aeronautics. 

The Federal Airport Act policy as it pre sently stands provides for, 
as 1 think this committee well knows, free space for CAA control 
tower activities, Communications station activities, and Weathe: 
Bureau activities also. It is customary for the CAA to pay rental 
for air route traffic control center space and for space occupied by 
other offices, such as airport district offices or aviation safety district 
offices. 

With respect to airports that have not received Federal aid, ou 
policy is still that of obtaining free space for airport traihe control 
towers. ‘The space for communications stations and for the Weathe: 
Bureau however, is subject to negotiation, and often individual com 
munities are glad to provide space on a voluntary basis without com- 
pensation. 

In all cases, | would like to say that the Federal Government does 


pay for heat, light, and janitor services, so that the actual operating 
expenses of the space are covered. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. | do not know whether you were with the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration in 1946 or not. Were you? 

Mr. Lee. | came with them in February of 1946, sir. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Well, it may be in the record of the hearings—I 
do not remember—that the furnishing of free space to the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration and its allied services was in the nature 
of a return in part for the contributions of the Federal Government 
toward the construction of the airport and terminal building if any. 

Mr. Ler. As | recall the debate at that time, that was the case 
I think it is clear that the act provides that contribution to the 
landing area, for instance, or to site purchase, or to paving and grad 
ing of taxiways or runways, still entitles the Federal Governmeat to 
the free space. It is not necessarily connected with the contribution 
to the construction of a elven termi ral building 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Do you know, of your own knowledge, or do we 
have to ask the Weather Bureau, whether or not they have found 
as cheap or as adequate or more expensive space at auports than 
they formerly occupied in downtown areas? 

Mr. Lee. | have no information on that, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Hinsnaw. All right 

Are there any questions of Mr. Lec 

Mr. Heseiron. Mr. Lee, as you know, I am aware of the other 
side of the picture as to charges or services. { wonder if you could 
indicate for the record concisely what the new policy is, if there is a 
new policy, in terms of criteria that have been established to entitle 
a local airport to such services as the control tower, communications, 
and things like that? 

Mr. Ler. The criteria which have been established, Congressman 
Heselton, with regard to terminal facilities, are all based on the 
amount of activity at the airport. 

There are different levels of activity which have been fixed in 
order to enable a given airport to qualify for ceriaim aids The 


) 


criteria for an airport traffic control tower provide that there must 
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be a minimum of 24,000 itinerant operations per year. Under those 
criteria, military itinerant operations, civil itinerant operations apart 
from scheduled air carrier, and scheduled air carrier operations, are 
counted equally. Once a control tower is provided, it will be main- 
tained and operated even though the traffic count falls below 24,000. 
In fact, it will be continued until the traffic count falls below 18,000 
operations annually. 

The same type of criteria apply to the instrument landing system, 
We have higher cutoff points for airport surveillance radar, and still 
a higher cutoff point for precision-approach radar. 

Mr. Heseuron. The 24,000 you speak of, I take it, means either 
the landing or takeoff. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hesetron. And it is per year. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir 

Mr. Hesetron. Let us assume that for some reason an airport 
falls below the 24,000 at the end of the year and it therefore is not 
qualified for these services, but during the first 6 months of the year 
on a monthly average it exceeds what would in a 12-month period 
be 24,000. 

Is there any relief available until the end of the year? 

Mr. Lex. Well, we naturally do not in most cases anticipate or 
cannot anticipate our fund requirements for new towers by place 
names. In all cases, in appearing before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, we testify regarding speciiic places which have qualified. So 
there is a lag in the appropriations for a given place, usually of a 
year or so, beyond it meeting the criteria. However, if it is possible 
through some savings elsewhere to reprogram funds, we attempt to 
do that, and in cases we have been able to pick up the operation 
of a control tower out of savings effected elsewhere, prior to the 
actual appropriation. 

To sum up, I would say that usually there is a lag due to the non- 
availability of funds, but where we can do it we will operate a tower 
that does satisfy the criteria before actual appropriation for that 
purpose. 

Mr. Hesston. Is the count established on a fiscal-year basis, or 
a calendar-year basis? Or on some other basis? 

Mr. Ler. Well, we have used usually the fiseal-year basis. 

However, if there is a community where there has been a substantial 
trend shown which would indicate that it would maintain a level of 
activity equivalent to 24,000 operations a year, we might accept that 
as satisfactory. 

Mr. Hesevton. I have in mind the sort of a case where an airport 
begins to receive scheduled air service, let us say, in January, possibly 
somewhere around 4 to 8 flights a dav, and then around the middle of 
the year another line comes in working in an opposite direction with 
about the same amount of flights. If they maintained that with the 
other activities, they would be well qualified. But it might be a factor 
in terms of the other line coming in, that there was a federally operated 
control tower there. Is there sufficient flexibility so that in a given 
instance people in charge of an airport could present not only the cur- 
rent facts but the anticipated facts, and receive consideration on that 
basis? 

Mr. Ler. Congressman Heselton, to date we have not gone on 
anticipated traffic increases.. I don’t mean to say that we are rigid 
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about not accepting less than a year’s traffic count, but we have to see 
that the monthly traffic count would average 2,000 or over operations 
throughout the year in order to proceed. 

Mr. Hesevron. Thank you. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I had understood, Mr. Lee, that the minimum 
number of operations in an aircraft to qualify for control tower service 
by the Civil Aeronautics Administration was 15,000 operations per 
year. 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, we had a set of criteria which involved 
weighting air carrier operations more than military or civil itinerant. 
These new criteria which I am referring to have been in effect approxi- 
mately a year, I believe. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. But it used to be 15,000 operations, whether mili- 
tary, civil, private, or civil-commercial, did it not? Just 15,000 
operations? 

Mr. Lue. I believe that was one of the factors that was taken into 
account, but there were a minimum number of air carrier operations in 
addition to that which would be required. It was sort of a dual 
requirement. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. In addition to 15,000? 

Mr. Ler. I believe so, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I do not know, but I think that vou are wrong. 

I think any time you begin to increase the number of operations 
which are necessary to qualify for an airport control tower, you are 
dealing in human safety and diminishing human safety, because it is 
the density of traffic in an airport that causes accidents, without con- 
trol. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. Iam happy to say that one of the cases referred to, 
Waterloo, has shown a steady increase in the traffic count, and | 
believe it does qualify at the present time. 

Mr. Dotutver. May I inquire whether that situation out in my 
area is being solved, in Waterloo? 

Mr. Lex. I hope that it is being solved. We have the problem of 
the availability of funds for the operation. It is the case I men- 
tioned, where a field shows a trend of coming up to the level and ex- 
ceeding the level which is required to qualify for a CAA tower opera- 
tion. And Waterloo has shown a very encouraging and steady 
increase, and I believe it will continue to exceed the 24,000 average 
necessary for our operation. 

Mr. Dotutver. Just let me say, on the record, that they were very, 
very adversely affected out there, and very indignant about the 
change of standards or criteria after they had invested money in a 
tower and had presumably qualified under the rules and regulations 
that existed at the. time they went into it. And then to have the 
rules changed after they complied was something they were quite 
indignant about, and I think rightfully so. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. I think the situation is being cleared up. 

Mr. Do.uiver. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. Hesevron. Let me ask a question that follows along the line 
of Mr. Dolliver’s question. Who keeps these counts? The control 
tower? 

Mr. Lee. Of course, when we have a control tower, the count is 
kept by that control tower. But before we have one, the counts are 
made in several different ways. The airport management may itself 
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take a count for representative periods throughout a long span of 
months, and from this sampling can determine the total traffic move- 
ments for that airport. We have on occasion assisted the communities 
in actually making the count. They have used Civil Air Patrol 
cadets and others to assist them in maintaining a 24-hour watch. 
We, of course, want to be satisfied that the figures are accurate. 

Mr. Hi SELTON, Under the discussion of new criteria, let us assume 
airport A has approximately 23,000 and is in danger of going off, and 
assume further that there are based there a number of corporation 
planes and private planes, where local people would have control of 
them. What would prevent them from saving, “Well, look here. We 
had better have the pilot take off every morning a couple of times, and 
every afternoon, and build this additional thousand up’’? 

Mr. Ler. Well, the criteria are based on itinerant operations, which 
we justify on the basis that they are essentially interstate traffic. 

For local operations, they are not included in the count. 

Mr. Hesevron. What do you mean by local operations? 

Mr. Les. If a fellow just flies around the field and lands, we feel] 
that he does not need the same direction, the same type of guidanc¢ 
and protection, that he does need if he is an itinerant pilot. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. If the gentleman will vield to me; the air carrier 
needs greater protect 
somebody is flying around the field and landing, and he can get in the 
way of an aircarrier. I think it is more dangerous than it is otherwise, 

Mr. Hesevton. Well, I would like to get clear in the record what 
vou mean by that—is it “‘local flight’’? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir 

Mr. Heseuton. Is that confined to a person taking off and circling 
around somewhere without landing, and coming back? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir 

Mr. Hxeseiton. If he takes off and goes 10 miles to another airport, 
and lands, and then at a later hour comes back to the port, would 
that be counted? 

Mr. Le». That would probably be counted as an itinerant opera- 
tion; although in most cases itinerant operations are actually trans- 
portation from that locality to another. 

Mr. Hesevron. What, in general, around the country—I know 
what is happening in the case I had in mind—has been the experiance 
where the Federal Government has withdrawn from operation of 
the control tower? Have the local people been able to obtain satis- 
factory personnel, and have they continued the operation of a tower? 

Mr. L=». The experience we had with the old criteria about a year 
ago was that the local people usually picked up the operation in the 
busier places. In addition, in places where there were Air Defense 
Command interceptor units, the Air Defense Command felt that the 
tower was essential, and in certain cases financed it. 

As examples of communities where local financing was effected, there 
are Bridgeport, the Westchester Airport at White Plains, N. Y., and 
the Baltimore Harbor Airport. 

As examples of communities where there were air defense squadrons 
located, and where they assisted with the financing of the operation, 
we have Niagara Falls, N. Y., and Duluth, Minn. 

Mr. Hzse.ron. Are CAA trained and certified personnel left to 
operate the control tower, paid by the local communities? 


ion when vou have cases like that Jecause 
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Mr. Lex. In all of the five cases that I have mentioned, CAA 
personnel were kept on, and the CAA was reimbursed for the operation 
of the facility. 

I think that in all cases where they were continued last year, that 
was the case. , 

In the current fiscal year, there are only two towers being discon 
tinued in the entire United States. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Well, | would like to receive from the Civil Aero 
nautics Administration a statement concerning the criteria for the 
maintenance of a control tower under the Civil Aeronautics Adminis 
tration’s budget, we will say, before this last quota was issued, and in 
the present situation. 1 think it is a very highly important thing and 
has to do with safety. I do not believe that we can afford to fool 
with safety. 

(The information requested follows: ) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCI 
Civin AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, July 12, 195 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Cha man, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
House oj Rep esentatives, Washit gton os An. € 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WOLVERTON: At the close of the hearings on H. R. 9325. 
on June 25, 1954, Congressman Hinshaw requested a statement by this Adminis- 
tration. of the present and former criteria for determining civil airport traffic 
control service locations 

On January 14, 1954, the air traffic control and navigation panel of the Air 
Coordinating Committee approved AC ( Document 59/30F. enclosed) the new 
criteria proposed by the Departn ent of Commerce, for making such determina 
tions, superseding the criteria which had been in effect, also with ACC approval 
since June 21, 1951 

ACC Document 59/30D, with its attachments (all enclosed) describes the old 
and new criteria in detail, gives the reasons for the adoption of the new criteria, 
and tabulates the effect of the changes in the criteria on existing towers and pro 
jected installations. 

The new standards provide, as a flexible standard, 24,000 total annual itinerant 
and air carrier operations to qualify an airport for establishment of a CAA control 
tower, and fewer than 18,000 such operations at the airport as the general standard 
for discontinuance; the old standards required, with some exceptions, 7,000 air 
carrier Operations as the measure for establishment, with no standard for discon 
tinuance In comparing the new and old standards, the committee should bear 
in mind that, at the smaller sized air traffic hubs where the criteria would have a 
decisive effect, generally speaking, itinerant traffic runs about double the air 
carrier traffic \ normal, small center handling 7,000 air carrier operations would 
generally average about 14,000 itinerant operations, for a total of 21,000 operations 
under the new criteria. This figure, and not 7,000, should be compared with the 
figures of 18,000 for discontinuance and 24,000 for establishment under the present 
criteria. The effect of the new criteria, tabulated in attachment 1 to ACC 59/30D 
indicates very little effect, statistically, on the number of locations in the United 
States which qualify as Federal airport traffic control service locations. 

One significant fact which I would like to emphasize is that the new criteria are 
to be considered only as general guides. \s stated in the foreword to attachment 2 
of ACC 59/30D, “the criteria are not to be considered as inflexible, and unusual 
conditions may justify exceptions to the criteria. Such exceptions, however, 
should be rare and will be made only after thorough study and justification.” 

We feel that the new criteria represent an improvement over our former stand 
ards, since they reflect a more direct consideration of total aircraft activ ity, which 
we believe is a better measure of the need for air traffie control services than a 
count of air carrier operations only. 

We appreciate very much the committee’s interest in this problem. If there is 
any additional information that you may require, I shall, of course, be pleased to 
furnish it. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. M. BEARDSLEE, 


Acting Administrator of Civil Aeronautics 
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(Presented by: Commerce (CAA), December 11, 1953) 
ACC 59/30D 


Trrut Arps To Arr NAVIGATION AND LANDING—CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING 
Civiz Locations Wuere Arr Trarric Conrrot TowkerR SERVICE Is 
REQUIRED 

PROBLEM 


To coordinate within the NAV panel a revision of that portion of CAA’s 
Airway Planning Standard No. 1 which deals with airport traffic control 


DISCUSSION 


The Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel by action completed at its 56th 
meeting, June 21, 1951, approved on behalf of the Air Coordinating Committee 
the CAA criteria for establishment of airport traffic control towers and electronic 
terminal aids (Airway Planning Standard No. 1) with the exception of the 
criterion for omniranges at terminals, which was approved as a tentative measurt 
pending further evaluation of the low-powered omnirange formerly known as 
TVOR (ACC 59/30B). 

The more than 2 years of experience with the airport traffic control tower 
criteria has suggested certain improvements which could be made in the criteria 
for traffic control service at airports, particularly at multiple airports in large 
metropolitan areas 

The existing criteria for establishment of towers used the annual number of 
domestic air carrier operations as the basic measure of need, and gave due con- 
sideration to special 1 

For purposes of comparison, the existing criteria as outlined in Airway Planning 
Standard No. 1, dated March 1951, are quoted below: 

“The criteria developed indicate that airport traffic control service is justified: 

‘1. At airports having 7,000 or more annual scheduled air carrier operations; or 
“2. At multiple airports: 

““(a) In large metropolitan areas where more than one airport is required 
to handle the volume of air carrier operations; or 

““(b) In areas where segregation of air carrier operations and other civil 
and military operations is required for safety of operations; or 

“3. At airports having less than 7,000 but more than 4,000 scheduled air 
carrier operations annually and an air traffic control monthly point score ' of 
14,000 or greater: or 

“4. At airports requiring the service for safety of operations due to geographical 
location or peculiarities of operations (airports with a high volume of other types 
of traffic such as military, special testing, and production activities) .”’ 

It will be noted from the above that the existing criteria provide no guidance 
on discontinuance ot towers whose activity is decreasing. This has resulted in 
considerable difficulty in administering a stable tower program with respect to 
locations which are borderline in activity. This was an important reason leading 
to the development of the new criteria 

Another important motivation for revision is the unbalanced weight presently 
given to scheduled air carrier operations. The proposed change gives equal 
weight to business and private aircraft, military aircraft, nonscheduled carriers, 
and scheduled carriers. The change will enable CAA to operate towers at 
locations where there is a demonstrated need for service but which do not have 
the level of scheduled air carrier operations specified in the present criteria. 

The proposed revision removes the requirement for a minimum number of air 
carrier operations, and proposes that the need for tower service be measured in 
terms of the total annual number of operations (takeoffs and landings) of aircratt 
of the following two categories: 

(1) Air carrier (scheduled and nonscheduled) plus 
(2) Itinerant (civil and military). 
Not included in the count of aircraft operations are local operation of civil and 
military aircraft. A local operation is an operation by those aircraft which: 
(a) Operate in the local traffic pattern or within sight of the tower, 
(6) Are known to be departing for or arriving from flight in local practice 
areas, or 





1 Computed on a monthly basis by assignment of 10 points to each scheduled air carrier operation, 5 
points for each itinerant operation, and 1 point for each local operation 
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(c) Execute simulated instrument approacl 
airport. 
The proposed method of measuring need is felt to be sir 


ies (or low passes) at the 


forward, and is consistent with the report of the Congressional Aviatio 7 oli V 
Board (80th Cong , recommendation No. 20 of which stated in part “Control 
towers serving interstate commerce, where the traffic justifies, should be included 
in the Federal system +* * 4 Only density of traffic flow i tersta om 
merce should determine location 

The new standard proposes to establish Federal towers at locatior ere al 
nual air carrier and itinerant operations total 24,000 or more, and proposes to 





discontinue towers at locations having fewer than 18,000 such operations 


A dratt of the proposed new tower criteria is appended as attachment No. 2 


Adoption of the new criteria will resu ject to availability of funds in cur 
rent and future fiscal years, in the followi: 
(1 Establishment of four ne wer 
2 Discontinuance of two existing towers 
(3) Establishment of tower service at five locations where CAA towe1 
service had been discontinued under the present criteria, but which meet the 


establishment standard of the new criteria 


1) CAA will pay operating costs at two towers where CAA service here- 
tofore has been on a reimbursable basis 


which CAA financial support was withdrawn on June 30, 1953 

The above and tuture actions would be taken in strict cor 

activity totals for the lat 
} 


(oO ‘I here will be no immediate change in the status of 11 locations from 


formance with the 
st 12-month period ending in June or December, and 
in a priority determined by arranging the activity totals in 





descending numerical 
order The immediate effect of the me 


No. 1. 


v criteria is further shown on attachment 


RECOMMEN DATIO* 


Approval of the revised criteria for airport traffic control service is recom- 
mended. 


APvACHMENY 1. PRoposEpD AcTIONS RESULVYING FromM Apboprvion OF REVISED 
CriveRIA FOR ArrporRT TRAFFIC CONTROL SERVI 


(Subject to review of activity and availability of funds 
Group 1: Towers operating on reimbursable basis. CAA will reassume cost of 
operation as soon as funds permit. 


White Plains, N. Y. Niagara Falls, N. ¥ 
Bridgeport, Conn. Duluth, Minn 
Baltimore, Md. (harbor 





Group 2: Towers where CAA will assume operatir g costs as soon as funds 


permit. 
Ontario, Calif. Kahului, T. H.? 


Group 3: Towers where CAA support was withdrawn in 1953, and will not be 
restored. 


Battle Creek, Mich. Hartford, Conn. (Brainard) 
Santa Barbara, Calif St. Joseph, Mo. 

Fargo, N. Dak. Westfield, Mass. 

Salem, Oreg. Helena, Mont 

King Salmon, Alaska San Antonio, Tex. (Stinson 


Juneau, Alaska 
Group 4: New towers which will be established in fiscal year 1955 


Shreveport, La. (Downtown) Philadelphia, Pa. (North 
Moline, Ill. Wilkes-Barre, Pa 
Group 5: Existing towers from which CAA service will be withdrawn upon 


approval of new criteria. 


Lynchburg, Va. Pocatello, Idaho 


————— 


2 Provided new tower structure is completed by the Territory of Hawaii 
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Group 6: Towers which will be deleted from former CAA program to estab- 


Columbus, Ga 
¢ . a Macon, Ga 
Twin Falls, Idaho St. Petersburg, Fla 





Av?ACHMENT 2. ArrRway PLANNING SvanparpD No. 1 


Revision No. 1, Airport Traffic Control—Office of Federal Airwavs, December 


1953 
I FOREWORD 


In 2 vears of experience with Airway Planning Standard No. 1 indicates the 


desirability of revising t entire booklet. The revision of the criteria for estab- 
lishment of airport traffie-control towers is particularly desirable, and that portion 
of Airway Planning Standard No. 1, dated March 1951, dealing with airport 
traffic control is hereby canceled, and is superseded by the pages herein. 


{} 
I 


Che new airport traffic control criteria shall be used as a guide for determining 
present and future programs The criteria are not to be considered as inflexible, 
and unusual conditions may justify exceptions to the criteria. Such exceptions, 
however, should be rare and will be made only after thorough study and 
stification 
It should be borne in mind that much of the background material which follows 
will be applicable to the planned revision of criteria for terminal aids. 





Il. CRITERIA FOR AIRPORT TRAFFIC CONTROL 


1. Airports with 24,000 or more total annual itinerant and air carrier aircraft 
operations qualify for CAA airport traffic control 

2. CAA airport traffie control will be discontinued at locations having less than 
18.000 total annual itinerant and air carrier aircraft operations 


Ill, BACKGROUND 


1. Operat onal need for terminal area facilities 

Terminal area facilities assist aircraft to begin and end their flights along the 
Federal airways system, which is complete and efficient only when traffic flows 
quickly and safely from the airport of departure to the airport of destination. 
The importance of these aids is emphasized by the complexity and density of 
traffic movement on and around terminal airports. 

Precision navigation devices and effective visual aids are required to permit the 
pilot flying in conditions of low ceiling and poor visibility to locate the airport, 
aline his aircraft with the instrument runway and bring his flight to a safe con- 
clusion. A high order of traffic control involving special equipments and special 
procedures is required to insure the efficient movement of aircraft into and out 
of congested areas with minimum delay and maximum protection from collision 
in all types of weather. 

Thus, terminal area facilities are necessary to provide reliable, efficient, and 
safe operation in the Federal airways system 
B. Stat itory requirements 

The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 directs the Administrator to establish civil 
airways and to provide necessary facilities for the regulation and protection of air 
traffic. The Congressional Aviation Policy Board (80th Cong.) stated that the 
CAA should operate control towers that serve sufficient interstate air traffic to 
warrant the expense. Thus, there is a need for the CAA to install and operate 
terminal aids to the extent necessary to discharge its statutory requirements. 

C. Terminal aids and air transportation hubs 

All air carrier and itinerant air traffic has a definite pattern of concentration: 
that is, a few communities have a substantial volume of traffic and many have 
very little traffic. Several excellent yardsticks exist by which a uniform concentra- 
tion pattern has been established for use by the CAA in connection with its pro- 
gram for terminal aids Air carrier departures, itinerant aircraft operations, 
enplaned passengers, instrument approaches and active aircraft were some of the 
yardsticks considered. Passengers is the one index that best serves as a common 
denominator for all others. 
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Concentrations of air traffic occur at what are called air transportation hubs 
Hubs are classified as large (1 percent or more of total enplaned passengers in 
the United States), medium (0.99 to 0.25 percent), small (0.24 to 0.05 percent), 
and nonhubs (less than 0.05 percent). Some communities below the small hub 
minimum are labeled potential small hubs because they have a 1960 passenger 
potential equal to or greater than the present number of passengers in the mini- 
mum small hub. 


The hub designation for a community has continuity through time. While 
o occur, the degree of change is insignificant Most changes occur 
between small hubs and potential small hubs This is the gray area ol probable 


change but even here the shifts are few. 


changes < 


Most hubs are metropolitan areas—only a few had a population of less than 
25,000. They have the bulk of the urban population in and around them 


Consistently these hubs have more than 95 percent of total air commerce and 
include nearly all airports with a concentration of 20 or more aircraft. Atypical 


concentrations of active aircraft outside the hubs usually occur at airports that 
are adjacent to but not a geographical part of the hub 

As air traffic continues to increase, it is evident that establishment cannot be 
planned to meet all operational requirements without giving due consideratio1 
to the cost. CAA’s terminal facilities should be limited to the relatively few 
areas of traffic concentration so that the maximum control of air traffic can be 
achieved with the minimum outlay of funds that is consistent with aeronautical 
safety. To reach this goal the terminal area facilities have been related to the 
hub classification, for hubs, by definition, are the areas of tr: concentration 
If CAA’s terminal facilities serve most of the hub locations, CAA will give needed 
traffic control to nearly all areas with a traffic-control problen 





D. Att; ibutes of criteria 


In selecting criteria to be used in determining the need for terminal area facili- 
ties and services, every effort was made to choose those having such essential 
characteristics as reliability, uniformity, and availability. Furthermore, they 
should be capable of numerical and objective evaluation Each criterion selected 
provides as nearly as possible a direct measurement of the most essential charac- 
teristics of the service or facility to be provided. The selected levels of activity 
closely reflect operational requirements which should be met for reasons of safety 
and facilitating traffic flow, and are at the same time economically reasonable, 
considering the value of the service or facility in relation to its cost 


IV DISCUSSION OF CRITERIA 


A. Airport traffic control service 

The combination of annual air carrier and itinerant aircraft operations at the 
airport was selected as the criterion for airport traffic control service because this 
figure provides a basic direct measurement of the nonlocal activity at an airport 
This category of traffic includes virtually all of the interstate activity, which is 
the sole reason for the operation of a CAA tower. This selection was based 
directly on the report entitled ‘‘National Aviation Policy’? which was issued by 
the 80th Congress (S. Rept. 949) which states in part “control towers serving 
interstate commerce where the traffic justifies should be included in the Kederal 
system of airways. * * *” 

A sufficient volume of local aircraft operations could, of course, result in a 
traffic control problem and therefore create a requirement for airport traffic- 
control service. No volume of local traffic, however, justifies provision of such 
service by the CAA Where traffic problems exist solely due to the volume of 
local aircraft operations, the solution to the problem is the responsibility of the 
local agency concerned 

The activity level of 24,000 annual air carrier-itinerant aircraft operations as 
the point at which tower service should be established was chosen for the following 
reasons: 

1. Above this annual level, density of aircraft operations during peak periods 
requires control for safety purposes. 

2. Annual air traffic volume above the cutoff usually occurs only at airports 
serving air transportation hubs. By definition, hubs have a significant volume 
of traffic, the efficient handling of which is important to the entire en route ait 
navigation system and the flow of traffic along the airways. 

3. This establishment point is low enough to gratify the medium hub. No 
CAA tower establishment point should be so high as to exclude a medium hub 








ae 
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4. The establishment point is high enough to exclude nearly all airports serving 
communities with minimum traffic, as well as small hubs with atypically small 
numbers of itinerant air-carrier operations 

The figure of 18,000 annual air carrier-itinerant aircraft operations as the 
level of activity below which tower service would be discontinued was :elected 


for the following reason 








1. The cutoff includes each tower now operating in an air transportation hub 

and excludes the ones in nonhub communities, thus separating locations with 
ificant air traffic from those with nonsignificant air traffic 

2. Above this annual level, density of aircraft operations during the peak 
periods remains near the activity level that requires tower control for safety. 

3. ihe spread between the tablishment and discontinuance of towers pre- 
vents the temporary removal of a Federal service from a community and the air- 
transportation system due to minor or unusual variations in the number of annual 





carricr-itinerant aircraft operations. By maintaining a stable tower program, 


the CAA minimizes personnel problems and expenditures 


V APPLICATION OF CRITERIA 


Annual data (whether aircraft operations or instrument approaches) means 
data for the prev ious Calendar or fiscal vear, whichever is the more recent. Sta- 


r 
tistics for parts of a year or for odd annual periods will not be used in the develop- 


ment of traffic data tor the establishment or discortinuance of terminal area 
facilities and service: In order to have these data both uniform and reliable, 
the following procedure will be used 


1. For airport traffic control service establishment, annual domestic scheduled 
air carrier operations will be the annual air carrier departure count reported in 
the current eaition of the booklet, Air Commerce Traffic Pattern, multiplied by 





two. Estimates of annual itinerant-aireraft operations (including nonschedule¢ 
air carriers) will be based on actual sample counts made by or conducted under 
the s ipervision of CAA employees Such surveys should cover daylight hours 
for a minimum ot four 1-week periods per vear, 1 week in each season. 

9 


2. For purposes of discontinuing airport traffic-control service, actual tower 
traffic counts will be used 

3. Where there are military operations, the CAA normally will continue 
existing service or provide new service at locations meeting criteria. However, 
when the CAA feels that the amount of civil traffic is insufficient to justify CAA 
operation of air-traffic control, military operation of the tower, directly or on a 
reimbursable basis, will be considered. 





(Presented by: Secretary, Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel, 
January 22, 1954) 


ACC 59/30E 


Titie: Alps tro AtrR NAVIGATION AND LANDING—CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING 
Crvit Locations WHERE Air Trarric Contro.t Tower SERVICE Is REQUIRED 


The Air Traffic Control and Navigation Panel, acting on behalf of the Air 
Coordinating Committee, approved and amended ACC 59/30D (revised), by 
informal action (telephone clearance) which was completed on January 14, 1954. 
* This matter was previously considered at the 87th meeting of the panel and at 
that time the panel agreed to refer it to the Technical Division for resolution of 
certain problems. However, the Panel subsequently was able to satisfactorily 
accomplish these resolutions and the approval action is accordingly set forth 
herein. 

(Presented by: Commerce (CAA), January 14, 1954) 


ACC 59/30D (revised) 


Titte: Arps to Air NAVIGATION AND LANDING—-CRITERIA FOR DETERMIN- 
ING Civit Locations WuHere Arr Trarric Conrro. Tower SERVICE Is 
REQUIRED 

PROBLEM 


To coordinate within the NAV Panel a revision of that portion of CAA’s 
Airway Planning Standard No. J] which deals with airport traffic control. 
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DISCUSSION 


The Air Traffie Control and Navi 


meeting, June 21, 1951 approve d on 


ation Panel by action cor 


behalf of the Air Coordinati: 
the CAA criteria for ‘*i'stahlishment of Airport Traftie Control Towe rs and i:lee- 





ommiuttee 








tronic Terminal Aids”’ (Airw avs Plant ing Standard No. 1 vith the exes ptior of 
the criterion for omniranges at terminals, which was approved as a tentative 
measure pending further evaluation of the low-powe red on nirange fo ly 
known as TVOR (ACC 59/30B 

The more than 2 years of experience with the airport tre ffir ntrol tower cri- 
teria, has suggested certain improvements which could be 1 ! n the eriteria fo 
traffic-control service at airports, particularly at multiple airports in large metro- 


politan areas. 

The existing criteria for establishment of towers used the annual number of 
domestic air-carrier operations 
sideration to special needs. 

For purposes of comparison, the existing criteria as outlined in Airway Planning 
Standard No. 1, dated March 1951, are quoted below: 

“The criteria developed indicate that airport traffice-control service is justified 

‘1. At airports having 7,000 or more annual scheduled air-carrier operations; or 

‘2. At multiple airports: 

(a) In large metropolitan ar where more than one airport is required 
to handle the volume of air-carrier operations; or 
““(b) In areas where segregation of air-carrier operations and other civil 
and military operations is required for safety of operations; or 
‘3. At airports having less than 7,000 but more than 4,000 scheduled air- 
carrier operations annually and an air traffic control monthly point score ! of 
14,000 or greater: or 

“4. At airports requiring the service for safety of operations due to geo- 
graphical location or peculiarities of operations (airports with a high volume of 
other types of traffic such as military, special testing and production activities).” 

It will be noted from the above that the existing criteria provide no guidance 
on discontinuance of towers whose activity is decreasing. ‘This has resulted in 
considerable difficulty in administering a stable tower program with respect to 
locations which are borderline in activity. This was an important reason leading 
to the development of the new criteria. 

Another important motivation for revision is the unbalanced weight presently 
given to scheduled air-carrier operations. The proposed change gives equal 
weight to business and private aircraft, military aircraft, nonscheduled carriers, 
and scheduled carriers. The change will enable CAA to operate towers at loca- 
tions where there is a demonstrated need for service but which do not have the 
level of scheduled air-carrier operations specified in the present criteria. 

The proposed revision removes the requirement for & minimum number of 
air-carrier operations, and proposes that the need for tower service be measured 
in terms of the total annual number of operations (takeoffs and landings) of 
aircraft of the following two categories: 

(1) Air carrier (scheduled and nonscheduled) plus 
(2) Itinerant (civil and military). 
Not included in the count of aircraft operations are local operation of civil and 
military aircraft. A local operation is an operation by those aircraft which: 
(a) Operate in the local traffic pattern or within sight of the tower; 
(b) Are known to be departing for or arriving from flight in local practice 
areas; or 
(c) Execute simulated instrument approaches (or low passes) at the 
airport. 

The proposed method of measuring need is felt to be simpler and more straight- 
forward, and is consistent with the report of the Congressional Aviation Policy 
Board (80th Cong.), reeommendation No. 20 of which stated in part: ‘Control 
towers serving interstate commerce, where the traffic justifies, should be included 
in the Federal system. * * * Only density of traffic flow in interstate commerce 
should determine locations.” 

The new standard proposes to establish Federal towers at locations where 
annual air carrier and itinerant operations total 24,000 or more, and proposes 
to discontinue towers at locations having fewer than 18,000 such operations. 

A draft of the proposed new tower criteria is appended as attachment No, 2 


as the basic measure of need, and gave due con- 








1 Computed on a monthly besis by assignment of 10 points to exch scheduled air carrier operation, 


5 points for each itinerant operation, and 1 point for each local operation. 
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Adoption of the new criteria will result, subject to availability of funds in 

current and future fiscal years, in the following: 
(1) Establishment of four new towers. 
(2) Discontinuance of two existing towers. 

(3) Establishment of tower service at five locations where CAA tower 
service had been discontinued under the present criteria, but which meet 
the establishment standard of the new criteria. 

(4) CAA will pay operating costs at two towers where CAA service here- 
tofore has been on a reimbursable basis. 

5) There will be no immediate change in the status of 11 locations from 
which CAA financial support was withdrawn on June 30, 1953. 

The above and future actions would be taken in strict conformance with the 
activity totals for the latest 12-month period ending in June or December, and 
in a priority determined by arranging the activity totals in descending numerical 
order. The immediate effect of the new criteria is further shown on attachment 


No. 1, 
RECOMMENDATION 


Approval of the revised criteria for airport traffic-control service is recom- 
mended. 


ATTACHMENT 1. PRoposep AcTIONS RESULTING FROM ADOPTION OF REVISED 
CRITERIA FOR AIRPORT TRAFFIC CONTROL SERVICE 


(Subject to review of activity and availability of funds) 


Group 1: Towers operating on reimbursable basis. CAA will reassume cost 
of operation as soon as funds permit. 


White Plains, N. Y Niagara Falls, N. Y. 
Bridgeport, Conn Duluth, Minn 


Group 2: Towers where CAA will assume operating costs as soon as funds 
permit. 


Ontario, Calif. Kahului, T. H.2 
Group 3: Towers where CAA support was withdrawn in 1953, and will not be 
restored. 
Battle Creek, Mich Hartford, Conn. (Brainard) 
Santa Barbara, Calif St. Joseph, Mo. 
Fargo, N. Dak. Westfield, Mass. 
Salem, Oreg Helena, Mont 
King Salmon, Alaska San Antonio, Tex. (Stinson) 


Juneau, Alaska 
Group 4: New towers which will be established in fiscal year 1955. 


Shreveport, La. (downtown Philadelphia, Pa. (north) 


Moline, Ill Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 


Group 5: Existing towers from which CAA service will be withdrawn upon 
approval of new criteria. 


Lynchburg, Va. Pocatello, Idaho 


Group 6: Towers which will be deleted from former CAA program to establish 
new towers. 


New Bedford, Mass Columbus, Ga. 
San Angelo, Tex. Macon, Ga. 
Twin Falis, Idaho St. Petersburg, Fla 


Bismarck, N. Dak. 





2 Provided new tower structure is completed by the Territory of Hawaii. 
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ATTACHMENT 2. AtRWAY PLANNING STANDARD No. 1 


tevision No. 1, Airport Traffic Control—Office of Federal Airways, December 


1953 
I. FOREWORD 


The 2 years of experience with Airway Planning Standard No. 1 indicates the 
desirability of revising the entire booklet The revision of the criteria for estab- 
lishment of airport traffic control towers is particularly desirable, and that portion 
of Airway Planning Standard No. 1, dated March 1951, dealing with a rport 
traffic control is hereby canceled, and is superseded by the pages herein. 

The new airport traffic control criteria shall be used as a guide for detern ining 


present and future programs Che criteria are not to be considered as inflexible 
and unusual conditions may justify exceptions to the eriteri: Such exceptions 


however, should be rare and will be made only after thorough study and justifica- 
tion. 

It should be borne in mind that much of the background material which follows 
will be applicable to the planned revision of criteria for terminal aids 


Il, CRITERIA FOR AIRPORT TRAFFIC CONTROL 


1. Airports with 24,000 or more total annual itinerant and air carrier aircraft 
operations qualify for CAA airport traffie control 

2. CAA airport traffic control will be discontinued at locations having less than 
18,000 total annual itinerant and air carrier aircraft operations. 

(Nov! The following definitions and information are quoted from ACC 
59/30D:) 

‘The proposed revision removes the requirement for a minimum number of air 
carrier operations, and proposes that the need for tower service be measured in 





terms of the total annual number of operations (takeoffs and landings) of aircraft 
of the following two categories: 
(1) Air carrier (scheduled and nonscheduled) 
2) Itinerant (civil and military 
‘Not included in the count of aircraft operations are cal operation of civil 
and military aircraft. A local operation is an operation by those aircraft which: 


a) Operate in the local traffic pattern or within sight of the tower, 

“(b) Are known to be departing for or arriving from flight in local practice 
areas, or 

““(c) Execute simulated instrument approaches (or low passes) at the air- 
port.” 
Ill. BACKGROUND 


A Ope rational need for terminul area fac 
Terminal area facilities assist aircraft to begin and end their f ts along: the 
Federal airways system, which is complete and efficient only wh 
quickly and sately from the airport of Ceparture to the airport of destination 
The importance of these aids is emphasized by the complexity and density of 
traffic movement on and around terminal airports 
Precision navigation devices and effective visual aids are required to permit the 
ility to locate the airport, 


lioht 
Lit 


n traffic flows 


pilot fiying in conditions of low ceiling and poor visi 
aline his aircraft with the instrument runway and bring his flight to a safe conclu- 
sion. A high order of traffic control involving special equipments and special 
procedures is required to insure the efficient movement of aircraft into and out of 


congested areas with minimum delay and maximum protection from collision in 





all types of weather 
Thus, terminal area facilities are necessary to provide reliable, efficient and 
safe operation in the Federal airways system. 


B. Statutory requirements 

The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 directs the Administrator to establish civil 
airways and to provide necessary facilities for the regulation and protection of air 
traffic 
C. Terminal vids and air transportation hubs 

All air carrier and itinerant air traffic has a definite pattern of concentration; 
that is, a few communities have a substantial volume of traffic and many have 
very little traffic. Several excellent yardsticks exist by which a uniform concen- 
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tration pattern has been established for use by the CAA in connection with its 
program for terminal aids Air carrier departures, itinerant aircraft operations, 
enplaned passengers, instrument approaches and active aircraft were some of the 


best serves as &@ Common 





yardsticks considered Passengers is the one index that 
denominator for all others 

Concentrations of air traffic occur at what are called “air transportation hubs.” 
Hubs are classified as large (1 percent or more of total enplaned passengers in the 
United States), medium (0.99 percent to 0.25 percent), small (0.24 percent to 
0.05 percent), and nonhubs (less than 0.05 percent Some communities below 
the small hub minimum are labeled potential small hubs because they have a 
1960 passenger potential equal to or greater than the present number of passengers 
in the minimum small hub. 

The hub designation for a community has continuity through time. While 
changes do occur, the degree of change is insignificant. Most changes occur 
between small hubs and potential small hubs. This is the ‘‘gray area’’ of probable 
change but even here the shifts are few 

Most hubs are metropolitan areas—only a few had a population of less than 
25,000. They have the bulk of the urban population in and around them. Con- 
sistently these hubs have more than 95 percent of total air commerce and include 
nearly all airports with a concentration of 20 or more aircraft. Atypical concen- 
trations of active aircraft outside the hubs usually occur at airports that ar 
adjacent to but not a geographical part of the hub. 

\s air traffic continues to inerease, it is evident that establishment cannot be 
planned to meet all operational requirements without giving due consideration 
to the cost CAA’s terminal facilities should be limited to the relatively few areas 
of traffic concentration so that the maximum control of air traffic can be achieved 
with the minimum outlay of funds that is consistent with aeronautical safety 
To reach this goal the terminal area facilities have been related to the hub classi- 
fication, for hubs, by definition, are the areas of traffic concentration. If CAA’s 
terminal facilities serve most of the hub locations, CAA will give needed traffic 
control to nearly all areas with a traffic control problem 
D. Attributes of cr teria 

In selecting criteria to be used in determining the need for terminal area facilities 
ving such essential charac- 
urthermore, they should be 






and services, every effort was made to choose those |} 
teristics as reliability, uniformity and availability 


capable of numerical and objective evaluation. Each criterion selected provides 
as nearly as possible a direct measurement of the most essential characteristics of 
the se rvice or facility to be provided The select “] levels of activity closely 


reflect: operational requirements which should be met for reasons of safety. and 
facilitating traffic flow, and are at the same time economically reasonable, con 
sidering the value of the service or facility in relation to its cost 


IV. DISCUSSION OF CRITERIA 


A. Airport traffic control service 

The combination of annual air carrier and itinerant aircraft operations at the 
airport was selected as the criterion for airport traffic control service because this 
figure provides a basic direct measurement of the nonlocal activity at an airport 
This selection was based in part on the report entitled, ‘‘National Aviation Policy’ 
which -was issued by the 80th Congress which states in part, ‘control: towers 
serving interstate commerce where the traffic justifies should be included in the 
Federal system of airways * * *,’’3 

A sufficient volume of local aircraft operations could, of course, result in a traffic 
control problem and therefore creat » a requirement for airport traffic control 
service. No volume of local traffic, however, justifies provision of such service by 
the CAA. Where traffic problems exist solely due to the volume of local aircraft 
operations, the solution to the problem is the responsibility of the local agency 
concerned. 

Consideration was given to making the number of annual instrument approaches 
a factor in measuring the need for airport traffic control service, but a study of 
several possibilities of combining total instrument approach counts with total air 
carrier-itinerant aircraft operations showed that the relationship of the instru- 
ment approach factor was inherent in the criterion. 

3 See recommendation No. 20 of 8. Rep . 949, 80th Cong., 2d sess. 
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The activity level of 24,000 annual air carrier-itinerant aircraft 
the point at which tower service should be established was ce} 
reasons: 

l Above this annual level, density of aircraft operations 
requires control for safety purposes 

2. Annual air traffic volume above this level usually oceurs only at airports 


operat ions as 


iosen for the follow ing 


during peak periods 


serving air transportation hubs By definition, hubs have a significant volume 
of traffic, the efficient handling of which is important to the entire en route air 
navigation system and the flow of traffic alo the airways 

3. This establishment point is low enough to gratify the medium hub. No 
CAA tower establishment point should be so high as to exclude a medium hub 

1. The establishment point is high enough to exclude nearly ell airports serving 
communities with minimum treffic, as well a i2ll hubs with e@ typically small 


number of itinerant-eir carrier operations 

The figure of 18,000 annual sir carrier-itinerant aircraft operations as the level 
of activity below which tower service would be discontinued was selected for the 
following reasons: 

(a) The cutoff includes each tower now operating in an air transportstion hub 
and excludes the ones in nonhub communities, thus separeti 
significant eir traffic from those with nsignificant air traffic 

6) Above this annual level, densit of aircrealt operations during the peak 
periods remains near the activity level that requires tower control for safety. 

(c) The spread between the establishment and discontinuance of towers pre- 
vents the temporary removal of a Federal service from a community:and the air 
transportstion system due to minor or unusual varis.tions in the number of annual 
air carrier-itinerant aircraft operations. By maint-ining a stable tower program, 
the CAA minimizes personnel problems and expenditures. 


ng locations with 


V. APPLICATION OF CRITERIA 


Annuel data (whether aircraft operations or instrument approaches) means 
dete, for the previous calendar or fiscal year, whichever is the more recent 
Stetistics for parts of a year or for odd annual periods will not be used except t 
indice.te trends in borderline cases which are under surveillance. In order to 
have these deta both uniform and reliable, the following procedure will be used 

1. For girport traffic control service establishment, ennual domestic scheduled 
air carrier operations will be the annual air carrier departure count reported in the 
current edition of the booklet, ‘‘Air Commerce Treffie Pettern,’’ multiplied by 
two. Estimates of annuel itinerant aircreft operations (including nonscheduled 
air carriers) will be based on actual sample counts made by or conducted under 
the supervision of CAA employees. Such surveys should cover a minimum of 
four 1-week periods per year, | week in each season 

2. For purposes of discontinuing airport traffic control service, actual tower 
traffic counts will be used. Agencies having a direct interest in control tower 
service et any particular airport should be notified et least 6 months, or 2s early as 


possible, prior to decommissioning of the control tower to permit time in repro- 
graming action. 

3. Where there are military opere.tions, the CAA normelly will continue existing 
service or provide new service at locations meeting criteria 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Now, if there are no further questions, that will 
conclude the hearings on H. R. 9325, and you might just as well 
remain in place, Mr. Lee, because we have for consideration H. R. 
9327. 

(Whereupon, at 3 p. m., the committee proceeded to other business.) 





